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INTRODUCTION 
Prediction of counselor effectiveness and the related 
issues of criteria for admission to training programs are of 
major interest to counselor-educators. Selection for profes­
sional programs is typically based on information concerning 
intellectual functioning, a procedure which has met with little 
success (Allen, 1967; Bergin & Soloman, 1963; Carkhuff, 1966, 
1968; Carkhuff & Berenson, 1967; Carkhuff, Piaget, & Pierce, 
1968). With the advent of paraprofessional programs, greater 
need is created for the development of efficient and effective 
screening techniques. 
There is a substantial body of research dealing with the 
influence of counselor variables on therapeutic process and 
outcome. From these studies, specific assessment and selection 
instruments can or have been developed. Among the counselor 
variables evaluated in the process and outcome literature are 
sex, interests (e.g., A-B Therapist Scale from the Strong 
/-vr* a n Tr%xrô'r*^ o T 4 oal 
therapist-patient personality similarity, personal therapy of 
the counselor, type and/or orientation of training, amount of 
experience, and the facilitative dimensions of Empathy, 
Respect, Genuineness and Concreteness (Meltzoff & Kornreich, 
1970). 
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Of these variables, the facilitative dimensions and the 
model incorporating the facilitative dimensions have perhaps 
attracted the greatest research interest in recent years. 
Included in the body of research on Empathy, Respect, Genuine­
ness and Concreteness are numerous assessments of the effec­
tiveness of professional counselors, paraprofessionals and 
laymen as well as the response of these groups to specialized 
training programs (Carkhuff & Berenson, 1967). In other words, 
the rating scales for Empathy, Respect, Genuineness and 
Concreteness have been used to predict response to training. 
However, the scales are somewhat cumbersome to apply. Further­
more, unreliability of measurement tends to preclude individual 
prediction (Chinsky & Rappaport, 1970). 
Carkhuff (1969c) recently presented a more easily 
administered and scored index, the Discrimination Test. It 
was derived from a modification of the model for facilitative 
dimensions. This test purportedly is highly effective in the 
evaluation of the effectiveness of counselors and the response 
of trainees to various training programs (Carkhuff, 1969b). 
Despite the reported predictive validity of the test, there 
appear to be several potential psychometric problems, or at 
least unanswered questions, concerning the Discrimination Test. 
Until the psychometric properties of the test are evaluated, 
the interpretation of results pertaining to criterion validity 
remain ambiguous. 
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In order to discuss the Discrimination Test, it appears 
necessary not only to describe the test itself and summarize 
relevant research but also to outline the models from which it 
was developed and, finally, to consider certain psychometric 
properties or issues. The ensuing discussion is briefly out­
lined below: 
I. Models for counselor effectiveness 
A. Facilitative conditions model 
B. Carkhuff's modified model 
II. Description of the Discrimination Test 
III. Discussion of psychometric considerations 
A. Reliability 
B. Predictive validity 
C. Construct validity 
IV. Review of the Discrimination Test 
A. Predictive validity 
B. Reliability 
C. Construct validity 
D. Reliability of difference scores 
E. Criterion approach to test construction 
V. Present problem and hypotheses 
This study is an evaluation of the Discrimination Test. With 
this evaluation, revisions of the instrument are also presented 
and evaluated. 
Models for Counselor Effectiveness 
Facilitative conditions model 
This model is based on the availability of a central core 
of facilitative dimensions including Empathy, Respect, 
Genuineness and Concreteness (Carkhuff, 1967; Carkhuff & 
Berenson, 1967). Using this model, both the client and 
counselor are described on the same dimensions. Typical 
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clients are described as people who are communicating little 
positive regard to and for themselves and others and who deal 
with feelings and experiences in vague, abstract terms. On 
the other hand, the ideal counselor enters into relationships 
with respect for the personel worth of others, communicating 
an accurate empathie understanding of surface and deeper level 
feelings, and helpfully guiding the discussion into personally 
relevant feelings and experiences in specific and concrete 
terms. The more typical counselor may deviate appreciably 
from this ideal; but in order for positive change to occur, 
the counselor must be functioning at a higher level than the 
client. "In general, the model dictates that persons at 
higher levels of functioning can help persons at lower levels 
to achieve higher levels" (Carkhuff, 1967, pp. 68-69). 
Empathy, Respect, Genuineness and Concreteness lead to 
client growth through: 1) identification with the role-model 
for more effective functioning, 2) experiencing the facilita-
tive conditions, and 3) some direct teaching and shaping of 
the conditions of effective living. Although the specifics of 
the modes of treatment are described as dependent on the level 
of functioning of the client, direct teaching and behavior 
shaping is consistently minimized. In other words, of the 
three principal sources of client movement outlined above only 
the first two are integrated into the description of essential 
counselor behavior. Nevertheless, research on Empathy, 
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Respect, Genuineness, and Concreteness has, in general, con­
firmed the importance of these facilitative conditions for 
client change (Carkhuff & Berenson, 1967) . 
Carkhuff's modified model 
Carkhuff (1969b) later made two major modifications of 
this model. He continued to maintain the importance of the 
facilitative conditions, i.e., the degree to which Empathy, 
Respect, Genuineness, and Concreteness are generally made 
available in relationships. However, instead of treating each 
of these as separate entities, they are grouped into a single 
factor labelled Facilitation. 
The second modification of the model concerned the role 
of direct teaching and shaping of client behavior. Previously 
it was implied that this was a mechanism through which 
Empathy, Respect, Genuineness and Concreteness contributed to 
client growth. Nevertheless, this mechanism was not meaning­
fully articulated into the model. In the modified model, 
rather than being an outgrowth of a therapeutic process 
involving the facilitative conditions, the extent to which 
counselors actively direct and encourage behavior change 
becomes a second factor describing how counselors interact 
with clients. This second factor is called Action Orientation. 
The model had included several principal components 
(Empathy, Respect, Genuineness and Concreteness) subsuming 
three processes (identification with a model, experiencing the 
6 
facilitative conditions, and some teaching and shaping. With 
Carkhuff's modifications, it becomes a two factor model 
emphasizing Facilitation and Action Orientation as the major 
counselor variables. 
A good counselor is an individual who communicates both 
of these factors in the therapeutic situation. However, 
communication is based on the ability to discriminate the 
quality of responses. That is, the ability to discriminate 
precedes the ability to communicate. Research evidence 
indicated there is an "essential independence of communication 
and discrimination among low functioning communicators, a 
finding that contrasts, to be sure, with the high relationship 
among higher level communicators" (Carkhuff, 1969c, p. 271) . 
It would appear, therefore, that for the purposes of 
selection of individuals for training, focus on discrimination 
ability rather than communication would be more economical. 
The training of low ability discriminators would require maxi­
mum training effort and time. However, among the high level 
discriminators are two groups. One group, the high ability 
communicators but low level communicators, would require 
moderate training with attention to ways to translate their 
accurate perceptions into responses. This type of training 
would also be profitable for the high communicators for it 
would assist these individuals in further improving already 
good communications. The Discrimination Test was designed to 
7 
differentiate between various levels of ability to make 
accurate evaluations of counselor responses. 
Description of the Discrimination Test 
Two research instruments (Carkhuff, 1969b, Vol. I) have 
been developed to assess the degree to which counselors 
integrate Facilitation and Action Orientation into their 
responses. The first is the Communications Test, a measure of 
the counselor's ability to communicate these conditions or 
factors. The second instrument, the Discrimination Test, is 
an assessment of the counselor's ability to discriminate the 
effectiveness of others' responses. 
The Discrimination Test consists of 16 client excerpts, 
each followed by four counselor responses. These responses 
cross two levels of Facilitation (High and Low) with two levels 
of Action Orientation (High and Low). That is, among each set 
of four test response items, the following four combinations of 
Facilitation and Action Orientation items occur randomly: High 
Facilitation - Low Action Orientation; High Facilitation - High 
Action Orientation; Low Facilitation - Low Action Orientation; 
Low Facilitation - High Action Orientation. 
Counselors evaluate responses on a single five-point 
scale. For each evaluation, 1.0 is to be given to responses 
in which none of the facilitative and action-oriented condi­
tions are present and 5.0 to responses reflecting very high 
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Facilitation and Action Orientation. All 64 responses con­
tained in the test are evaluated on this scale, in contrast to 
a multiple choice format where the single best response is 
selected. Counselors' scores on the Discrimination Test are 
the deviations of their 64 item ratings from the ratings of 
two expert judges. These judges demonstrated predictive 
validity in previous research. 
Discussion of Psychometric Considerations 
In evaluating a measuring instrument, three issues appear 
to be of primary concern. These issues are; 1) test 
reliability, 2) predictive validity, and 3) construct validity. 
For applied problems such as the evaluation of counselor 
effectiveness and prediction of response to training, test 
reliability and predictive validity are primary considerations. 
Construct validity relates to theoretical problems and somewhat 
less directly to practical research questions (Nunnally, 1967). 
Reliability 
Any type of measurement involves variation. However, it 
is important to differentiate between variations due to true 
differences and variations due to measurement error. Measure­
ment errors are of two types, systematic and random. Within 
the social sciences, systematic error is relatively unimportant 
for it affects only the mean and the mean has little bearing 
on the evaluation of individual differences. 
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On the other hand, the control of random errors is crucial 
because this type of error places limits on the degree of law­
fulness to be observed. To the extent that this type of 
measurement error is low, repeated measures of an event or 
person will yield the same score. The evaluation of the con­
sistency of repeated measures is referred to as reliability. 
When using measures with high reliability, it can be 
assumed that the observed score is relatively close to the 
score representing the true evaluation of the person or event. 
Conversely, the lower the reliability of the test, the less 
certainty there is in having approximated the true value with 
the observed test score. In other words, a wide range of 
scores would need to be used in order to be relatively confi­
dent that the true value was within that range. 
Predictive validity 
The term "predictive validity" reflects a concern with 
the functional relationship between scores on an instrument 
and events or performance occurring before^ during or after 
the measure was applied. The functional relationship between 
the test and the event or criterion is determined by the 
correlation between the two. If the correlation is high and 
scores on the test and the criterion evaluation are satisfac­
torily reliable, no other information is needed to estimate 
a person's performance on the criterion. For the applied 
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prediction problem, it is unimportant if there is an intuitive 
or theoretical causal explanation for the relationships. 
Construct validity 
In general, psychological theories specify certain 
variables as important and further hypothesize functional 
relationships between these variables. A theory remains at 
the level of a set of integrated hypotheses until research 
results suggest confirmation, revision, or rejection of such 
hypotheses. An untested or an untestable theory contributes 
little, if anything, to the development of a science, while 
the process of theory testing suggests new avenues for research 
and more refined conceptual models. 
However, before hypotheses about functional relationships 
between variables can be studied, the variables must be 
operationally defined in a meaningful fashion. The evaluation 
of the meaningfulness of operational definitions is called 
construct validation or explication. Nunnally (1967) outlines 
three major processes within construct validation: 
1) specifying the domain of observables relating to the con­
struct, 2) determining the extent to which all or some of 
these observables covary with or are similarly affected by 
experimental treatments, and 3) evaluating whether or not some 
or all of the measures correlate in expected ways with other 
constructs. Although this is a tedious process, it provides 
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the means for making more exact the communications between 
scientists. 
Review of the Discrimination Test 
An inspection of the research using Carkhuff's Discrimina­
tion Test suggests four possible problem areas, reflecting 
either missing psychometric information or difficulties in the 
method of test construction. These include: 1) unreliability 
within the measure, 2) lack of construct validity for the test, 
3) unreliability of the difference scores used in determining 
the Discrimination Test scores, and 4) difficulties inherent 
in the criterion approach to test construction. Without an 
evaluation of these four considerations, the significance of 
research indicating predictive validity cannot be unambiguously 
interpreted. Furthermore, psychometric evaluation of the index 
may suggest changes in the content of the test as well as 
possible revision of the theoretical model on which it is 
based. Evidence for the predictive validity of the Discrimina­
tion Test is outlined below, followed by discussion of these 
four psychometric considerations. 
Predictive validity 
The Discrimination Test has been found to correlate with 
various criteria relevant to counselor effectiveness. It has 
been shown to be sensitive to changes as the result of 
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training (Anthony & Carkhuff, 1969; Berenson, Carkhuff, Friel, 
& Leitner, 1968; Bierman, Carkhuff, & Santelli, 1969; Carkhuff, 
1969a; Carkhuff & Banks, 1970; Carkhuff & Berenson, 1969; 
Carkhuff & Bierman, 1970; Carkhuff, Collingwood, & Renz, 1969; 
Carkhuff, Friel, & Kratochvil, 1970; Carkhuff, Kratochvil, & 
Friel, 1968. Improvement of test scores has been reported 
with increases in experience (Cannon & Carkhuff, 1969). 
Furthermore, it has been found to correlate with other ratings 
of counselor effectiveness (Cannon & Carkhuff, 1969; Carkhuff, 
1969c; Carkhuff & Griffin, 1970, 1971; Kratochvil, Carkhuff, & 
Berenson, 1969). The findings of these studies provide suf­
ficient evidence for more closely examining the psychometric 
characteristics of the Discrimination Test. 
Reliability 
None of the studies indicated above reported data on the 
reliability of the Discrimination Test. The primary concern 
has been with test validity (Cannon & Carkhuff, 1969). However, 
the presence of measurement error places a limit on test 
validity. Even though reliability is not a sufficient con­
dition for validity, it is a necessary prerequisite (Nunnally, 
1967). Therefore, reliability estimates are needed for the 
appropriate interpretation of the validity data. 
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Construct validity 
Construct validity is significant in two respects. A 
test which evaluates a number of variables in a single score 
may be both a reliable and a valid predictor for a particular 
criterion but as the criterion changes either because of 
situational differences or changes through time in the same 
situation, the test may lose its predictive effectiveness. 
Under these circumstances, the laborious process of test 
construction should be commenced again. However, if an 
instrument measures only one variable, the relative weight of 
that test in relation to other predictors may be adjusted with 
relative ease. 
The second aspect of this question of correspondence to 
a construct relates more to the development of theories and 
theoretical research than directly to applied prediction 
problems. Advances in scientific knowledge occur by hypothe­
sizing and investigating the functional relationships between 
variables. The use of multi-dimensional measuring procedures 
adds little to, if not obstructs, this scientific activity, 
for the interpretation of observed relationships are ambig­
uously tied to some admixture of variables. 
Carkhuff proposed a two factor theory of counselor 
effectiveness and it was assumed that the Discrimination Test 
measures these two factors. Furthermore, the expert ratings 
of the 64 Discrimination Test items is biased in favor of the 
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level of Facilitation assumed to be reflected in the responses. 
On a five-point scale, a rating of 3.0 is given, on the average, 
for High Facilitation - Low Action Orientation items while a 
Low Facilitation - High Action Orientation response receives a 
1.5 evaluation by the raters. "The direct implication is that 
the facilitative dimensions are necessary but not sufficient 
conditions of constructive helpee change or gain....Without 
high levels of understanding, then, directionality is meaning­
less. On the other hand, high levels of action-oriented 
dimensions make high levels of understanding meaningful" 
(Carkhuff, 1969b, Vol. I, p. 125). 
Facilitation and Action Orientation are constructs. 
Factor analysis provides information on the validity of con­
structs within a measure. This is accomplished by the deter­
mination of internal structures and their interrelationships 
(Nunnally, 1967, pp. 83-88, 100-101). However, there are no 
available factorial data to confirm the hypothesized inter­
relationship of the Discrimination Test factors (i.e.. 
Facilitation is weighted more heavily in the test scores than 
is Action Orientation) or even the existence of two distinct 
factors. 
In contrast to the lack of information on the factorial 
composition of the Discrimination Test, factor analytic 
studies using the scales of Empathy, Respect, Genuineness and 
Concreteness which have revealed a single factor that accounts 
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for nearly all of the variability. This factor has been 
tentatively described as the "good guy" factor, consistency of 
functioning or consistency of effectiveness (Collingwood, 
Hefele, Muehlberg, & Drasgow, 1970; Muehlberg, Pierce, & 
Drasgow, 1969). This is in accord with Carkhuff's model which 
subsumes these variables under the single factor of Facilita­
tion. Nevertheless, no studies appear to relate to Action 
Orientation as a measurable, valid construct. 
On the other hand, there is evidence to suggest the 
presence of two factor patterns relating to counselor effective­
ness. However, these are at variance with Carkhuff's two 
factors of Facilitation and Action Orientation. In this study, 
three factors were found describing high functioning behavior 
while different patterns on these three factors were related 
to low functioning behavior (Friel, Berenson, & Mitchell, 
1971). Therefore, factor analysis of Carkhuff's instrument is 
needed to clarify the type of construct(s) measured. 
Reliability of difference scores 
Although there is considerable controversy concerning the 
methods for estimating the generally low reliability of dif­
ference scores, it remains true that the reliability is 
usually substantially lower for a difference score than for 
two measures taken separately. The reasons for this are 1) the 
difference score is affected by the errors of measurement (or 
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unreliability! on both separate measures and 2) the core 
common to both evaluations is cancelled out in the difference 
score (Thorndike & Hagen, 1961, pp. 190-193). 
Each of the 64 items on the Discrimination Test is scored 
as a deviation from expert ratings of two judges. Without 
reliability data there is no means for estimating measurement 
error of these deviation scores. In addition, alternative 
methods for evaluating the Discrimination Test raw data would 
circumvent the difficulties inherent in difference scores. 
Any comparisons between the Discrimination Test and other 
selection or criterion indices may lead to spurious results 
due to the scoring method for the Discrimination Test. 
Criterion approach to test construction 
The ratings for the Discrimination Test were made by 
individuals who displayed predictive validity in their ratings 
for previous studies (Carkhuff, 1969c). This procedure of 
selecting expert raters indirectly introduced the criterion-
oriented approach to test construction. Criteria in counseling 
research usually are factorially complex and thus raters making 
predictive evaluations are making factorially complex ratings 
even when their evaluations are numerically simple. With this 
approach, it remains unknown what factors are being considered 
as well as their respective weights. Not only does this not 
add to the understanding of the applied problem but, also, as 
17 
as the criteria change, new tests or raters need to be 
prepared. 
An alternative is to develop factorially simple proce­
dures to be combined by multiple regression to meet the 
factorial complexity of the criteria. In this manner changes 
in criteria can be compensated for by merely adjusting factor 
weights. In addition, if a predictor variable leading to 
success can be isolated, training opportunities may be more 
appropriately focused (Nunnally, 1967, pp. 245-250). 
Present Problem and Hypotheses 
Although there are possible or probably psychometric 
problems in Carkhuff's Discrimination Test, it seems to hold 
more promise as an evaluation or screening instrument than 
other predictor tests. There are several reasons for this. 
First, there is greater ease and accuracy of scoring. Cannon 
and Carkhuff (1969) indicated that only high functioning raters 
can adequately evaluate the responses to the Communication Test 
clUsA O ^00^01153 Iu3o5u!irc3 • COriC.^u5X.OH 
demonstrated inaccurate (as was suggested by Shapiro, 1968), 
there remains the scoring time, expenditure for rater training, 
and greater opportunity for human error or disagreement in 
scoring such free response tests. On the other hand, the 
Discrimination Test lends itself to machine scoring. 
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Secondly, the test is an outgrowth of a theoretical frame­
work. If this theory is valid for selection and evaluation 
purposes, it draws attention to factors important in the 
training of counselors. 
Finally, it has been stated by Carkhuff (1969c) that 
communication and discrimination skills are independent for 
low functioning counselors. When attention is focused on the 
issue of selecting individuals for training, there are 
individuals with greater potential to profit from training. 
These persons have already developed the ability to differ­
entiate the quality of responses but may still need assistance 
in translating this ability into the skill of effectively 
communicating with clients. It is more economical to devote 
training time and effort to these individuals than to those 
who must also be taught how to discriminate between responses. 
However, the lack of information on reliability and 
construct validity creates undue ambiguity in the interpreta­
tion of research using the Discrimination Test. Despite these 
m •m ^ « A M #3 ^ ^ M M ^ Xi* T 1 ^ ^ ^ m ^ ^ 
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ence score method of scoring the test and the criterion 
approach to test construction, the test has demonstrated use­
fulness in practical settings. An investigation of reliability 
and construct validity may make this practical effectiveness 
more explicable. It may also suggest revisions of this 
instrument which will improve its effectiveness for evaluating 
counselors. 
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The present study is divided into three interrelated 
units. Phase I investigated the reliability and factor struc­
ture of the Discrimination Test. Phase II presented a revision 
of the instrument in an attempt to circumvent some of the 
psychometric problems previously discussed. Finally, Phase III 
provided a comparison of the relative effectiveness of the 
Discrimination Test and the revised form for predicting 
counseling performance using paraprofessional counselors as 
the subject sample. The method, analysis, and results are 
presented separately for each phase. 
The following hypotheses were tested in Phase I and Phase 
II. At the conclusion of the presentation of the results of 
Phase II, further hypotheses are outlined for the third portion 
of the study concerning predictive validity. The hypotheses 
on predictive validity follow from the results of the evalua­
tion and revision of the Discrimination Test. Hypotheses for 
Phase I and Phase II were 
1) The reliability of the Discrimination Test is 
adequate for most purposes = 
2) An inspection of the inter-item correlations 
indicates a substantial number of negative or near 
zero correlations. 
3) Multiple group factor analysis of the test indicates 
items do not load in accordance with Carkhuff's 
designations for the items, i.e., items cross two levels 
of Facilitation with two levels of Action Orientation. 
4) Factors corresponding to Facilitation and Action 
Orientation do not summarize a large portion of the test 
variance in a multiple group factor analysis. 
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5) A principal components factor analysis of the data 
produces a set of factors not corresponding to 
Facilitation and Action Orientation. 
6) Reliable factor scale (s) may be developed from the 
primary factor(s) derived from the principal components 
factor analysis. 
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METHOD AND RESULTS 
This study is presented in three separate phases. The 
reliability and factor structure of the Discrimination Test 
were evaluated in the first phase. The second phase consisted 
of a revision of the instrument in order to develop reliable 
scales that would be more nearly factorially pure. In the 
final phase, an evaluation was made of the relative effective­
ness of the Discrimination Test and the derived factor scales 
in predicting performance of paraprofessional crisis center 
volunteers in a roleplay situation. 
Phase I; Reliability and Factor Structure 
Method 
The Spearman-Brown prophecy formula for estimating 
reliability and a multiple group factor analysis were applied 
to the Discrimination Test data from 119 subjects. 
Subjects For the evaluation of test reliability and 
factor structure. 119 trained paraprofessional volunteers from 
three Iowa telephone crisis intervention programs completed 
the Discrimination Test. The subjects' participation was 
requested with the understanding that neither their decisions 
to participate nor the test results would be included in the 
evaluation of their standing with the crisis programs. 
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Discrimination Test This instrument as presented by 
Carkhuff (1969b, Vol. I, pp. 114-123), consists of 16 client 
excerpts (see Appendix A). Fifteen of these excerpts combine 
three affective states with five problem areas. The affective 
expressions are: 1) depression-distress, 2) anger-hostility, 
and 3) elation-excitement; the five problem areas include: 
1) social-interpersonal, 2) education-vocational, 3) child-
rearing, 4) sexual-marital, and 5) confrontation of the 
counselor. An additional excerpt of client silence is included 
in the instrument. 
Each excerpt is followed by four nelper responses designed 
to cross two levels of Facilitation (High and Low) with two 
levels of Action Orientation (High and Low). Subjects evaluate 
each of the 64 responses on a single scale for the gross level 
of interpersonal functioning reflected in the response. A 
half-unit scale from 1.0 to 5.0 had been used in previous 
studies. In this study, the scale was converted to a nine-
point unit measure in order to adapt the responses for IBM 
answer sheets. 
Reliability A 64 X 64 inter-item correlation matrix 
was obtained, summarizing the raw data from 119 subjects. The 
estimate of reliability was based on the application of the 
Spearman-Brown prophecy formula to the average off-diagonal 
value in the matrix. The reliability estimate was not based 
on Discrimination Test difference scores. 
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Factor analysis Carkhuff assumed that each of the 64 
Discrimination Test items cross two levels of Facilitation with 
two levels of Action Orientation. He has provided a key 
indicating the manner in which the two levels of these factors 
are represented in each item (Carkhuff, 1969b, Vol. I, pp. 124-
125). The multiple group method of factor analysis "offers 
the best overall approach to testing hypotheses about the 
existence of factors" (Nunnally, 1967, p. 342). This method 
was applied to the raw data from 119 subjects. Each item was 
hypothesized to load on two centroids in accordance with 
Carkhuffs item designations. That is, the hypothesis evalu­
ated was that all High Facilitation items load positively on 
the first factor and all Low Facilitation items load negatively. 
Further, it was hypothesized that on the second factor. High 
Action Orientation items load positively while Low Action 
Orientation items load negatively. 
If Carkhuff's two factor theory and item designations are 
reflected in the Discrimination Test, the following two 
criteria would be met in the multiple group analysis: 1) items 
correlate highly and in the appropriate direction with both 
centroids and 2) two factors account for a substantial portion 
of the test variance. This would mean that only Carkhuffs 
two factors are needed to adequately explain the common 
variance of the Discrimination Test (Nunnally, 1967, pp. 346-
347). These two criteria were applied to the results of the 
multiple group analysis. 
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Results 
Four hypotheses were evaluated in the Phase I analyses : 
1) The reliability of the Discrimination Test is adequate for 
most purposes. 2) An inspection of the inter-item correlations 
indicates a substantial number of negative or near zero cor­
relations. 3) Multiple group factor analysis of the test 
indicates items do not load in accordance with Carkhuff's item 
designations. 4) Factors corresponding to Facilitation and 
Action Orientation do not summarize a large portion of the test 
variance in the multiple group factor analysis. 
Reliability The Spearman-Brown prophecy formula was 
applied to the average off-diagonal value of .11 obtained from 
the matrix of inter-item correlations. The resulting 
reliability estimate was .89. This reliability estimate is 
satisfactory for most purposes and approaches the level of 
reliability appropriate for individual prediction. That is, 
the test length compensates for the somewhat low average off-
diagonal correlation, thus providing a generally satisfactory 
instrument for group prediction. However, test reliability of 
.95 would be more appropriate for individual prediction. 
Two characteristics of the 64 X 64 correlation matrix 
should be noted. Of the 2,016 values (from half of the matrix), 
534 were negative. Secondly, when all these negative correla­
tions were assumed to be positive, the average off-diagonal 
correlation was increased to .16 and test reliability to .93. 
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In other words, the negative inter-item correlations did not 
appreciably reduce the reliability of the measure. However, 
the low off-diagonal correlations of .11 and .16 indicated the 
presence of a substantial number of near zero (positive and 
negative) correlations which reduce the internal consistency 
of the test. 
The internal consistency and reliability of the Discrimi­
nation Test may be improved to a level appropriate for 
individual prediction by one or more of the following methods; 
1) removal of the items with low or negative average inter-item 
correlations, 2) reversal of the rating scale for negatively 
correlated items, 3) dividing the instrument into item scales, 
or 4) increasing the test length. The latter method would 
improve the reliability but unless the average inter-item 
correlations of such items were high, this technique would not 
contribute to the internal consistency and construct explica­
tion of the test. A combination of the first three methods 
were included in the test revision presented in Phase II. 
Factor analysis From the multiple group factor 
analysis, 59 of the 64 Discrimination Test items loaded in the 
directions predicted by Carkhuff's item designations. However, 
the Facilitation factor accounted for only 12.8 percent of the 
test variance while the second factor. Action Orientation, 
accounted for 7.6 percent. 
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The discrepancy between the number of appropriate 
directional item loadings and the relatively small proportion 
of variance summarized by the two factors may be largely 
explained by the magnitude of the absolute value of the item 
loadings. On these item loadings, 17 were below .10 and 34 
below .20 (For a listing of factor loadings and Carkhuff's 
item designations see Appendix B). Viewed from another 
perspective, only 35 of the 64 items loaded appreciably on 
both factors. The remaining 29 items did not significantly 
contribute to the representation within the Discrimination 
Test of the theoretical two factor model. 
Evaluation of Phase I hypotheses The first hypothesis 
was confirmed. The Discrimination Test reliability estimate 
indicated the test items could appropriately be utilized for 
group prediction. However, the influence of negative and near 
zero inter-item correlations was not of practical significance 
for group prediction. 
The second and third hypotheses evaluated in Phase I were 
not supported by the multiple group factor analysis results. 
Although the centroids corresponding to Facilitation and 
Action Orientation did not account for a large portion of the 
total test variance, nearly all of the test items loaded in 
the predicted directions. Furthermore, at least half of the 
items had factor loadings of sufficient magnitude to suggest 
the presence of two factors similar to Carkhuff's description 
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of Facilitation and Action Orientation. However, since half 
the items did not contribute to the two factor theory concern­
ing the test, a revision of the instrument is indicated in 
order to improve the measurement of Facilitation and Action 
Orientation as constructs. 
Phase II: Revision of the Discrimination Test 
Method 
The same raw data utilized in Phase I from 119 subjects 
was factor analyzed by the principal components method. Scales 
corresponding to the major principal components factors were 
developed and the reliability of the resulting scales evalu­
ated. These scales were interpreted and specific hypotheses 
developed as to the relationships between these scales and 
counselor performance. 
Factor analysis The principal components method with 
1.0 as the diagonal value was selected as the method for the 
development of a revised test. This method, in most instances, 
extracts slightly more variance for th.e first two factors than 
do other factor analysis procedures (Nunnally, 1967, p. 316). 
This is an important consideration for a test presumably 
measuring a limited number of factors. 
When condensing items into a relatively small number of 
factors, the degree of condensation is reflected in the 
average percentage of variance explained by the factors. The 
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rate at which variance is extracted indicates the degree of 
condensation and the number of factors accounting for a 
significant portion of the common variance in the test 
(Nunnally, 1967, p. 305). In this study, the number of sig­
nificant factors was determined relative to the amount of 
variance accounted for by the first factor, i.e., each sub­
sequent factor must account for at least one-half of the 
percent of variance attributable to the first factor. A 
varimax rotation was utilized to increase the interpretability 
of the significant factors. 
Scale development Two criteria were established for 
inclusion of items for the scales corresponding to the primary 
principal components factors. These criteria were: 1) addi­
tion of items must increase test reliability and 2) items must 
clearly load on only one factor. The items with the highest 
factor loadings from the varimax rotation were added to the 
scales until maximum reliability was obtained. Reliability 
was evaluated by application of the Spearman-Brown prophecy 
formula to the average off-diagonal values from the matrices 
of inter-item correlations. 
Results 
Two hypotheses were evaluated in the Phase II analyses : 
1) A principal components factor analysis of the data produces 
a set of factors not corresponding to Facilitation and Action 
Orientation. 2) Reliable factor scale (s) may be developed 
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from the primary factor(s) derived from the principal 
components analysis. 
Factor analysis The percentage of variance accounted 
for by the first five factors from the principal components 
factor analysis are as follows: Factor 1-13 percent. 
Factor 2-13 percent. Factor 3-8 percent. Factor 4-5 per­
cent, Factor 5-4 percent. Using the criterion that a sig­
nificant factor must account for at least one-half of the 
variance attributable to the first factor, the first three 
factors were considered significant. Applying the varimax 
rotation to the factor weights of these three factors, the 
34.5 percent of test variance explained by these factors was 
distributed such that Factor 1 removed 38.6 percent. Factor 2 
removed 33.6 percent and 27.8 percent was removed by Factor 3. 
(For a listing of rotated factor loadings see Appendix C). 
Unities were used in the diagonals for the princical 
components analysis. The percentage of variance extracted is 
somewhat less than if communality estimates had been placed in 
the diagonal spaces. However, the number and kind of factors 
obtained tend to closely match, regardless of the diagonal 
value. This is particularly true when the number of variables 
analyzed is as large as the 64 items of this study (Nunnally, 
1967, p. 355). 
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Scale I A 14 item scale corresponding to the first 
rotated factor was developed with an average off-diagonal cor­
relation of .274 and a Spearman-Brown reliability estimate of 
.84. The matrix of inter-item correlations is presented in 
Table 1. The item numbers correspond to the item numbers in 
the original Discrimination Test. Also included in Table 1 
are the High and Low Facilitation and Action Orientation 
designations assigned by Carkhuff and the mean response values 
on a nine-point scale for the 119 subjects in the present 
study. 
Scale II For the second factor, a 17 item scale was 
derived. An eighteenth item added to the scale reliability. 
However, did not meet the second criterion for item inclusion, 
i.e., this item loaded substantially on two primary factors. 
The reliability estimate of the 17 item scale was .88 based on 
an average off-diagonal correlation of .298. Inter-item 
correlations, item numbers, Carkhuff's item designations and 
item means are found in Table 2. 
Scale III The third scale was comprised of six items. 
The reliability of this scale was estimated to be .82 based on 
an average off-diagonal correlation of .428. Item data for 
Scale III are presented in Table 3. 
Interpretation of Scale I All Scale I items are 
rated by Carkhuff as High Facilitation items and the mean 
responses from 119 subjects were near or above the scale mean 
Table 1. Inter-item correlations, Carkhuff item evaluations and item means for Scale 1 
Item 
numbers 1 8 11) 17 21 27 28 35 38 41 45 46 53 56 
1 .17 .18 .26 .32 .08 .19 .08 .27 .18 .02 .14 .33 .30 
8 .3') .38 .10 .27 .21 .24 .36 .17 .06 .24 .14 .26 
16 .26 .20 .27 .40 .31 .07 .32 .41 .31 .36 .30 
17 .20 .20 .41 .32 .42 .37 .39 .20 .29 .26 
21 .19 .33 .18 .20 .22 .29 .30 .01 .09 
27 .25 .44 .29 .09 .24 .35 .13 .22 
28 .53 .29 .32 .52 .39 .28 .18 
35 .36 .38 .50 .44 .22 .22 
38 .20 .28 ,31 .25 .33 
41 .40 .41 .38 .32 
45 .46 .26 .25 




F H H H H H H H H H H H H H H 
AO L H L L L H L H H L L H H L 
Item 
mean 4.2 6.7 6.2 5.1 4.7 6.5 6.3 6.5 5.7 4.7 6.1 5.6 5.6 5.0 
Table 2. Inter-item correlations, Carkhuff item evaluations, and item means for Scale II 
Item 
numbers 3 7 13 20 23 26 31 36 37 39 42 48 50 55 58 61 62 
3 .39 .31 .32 .26 .28 .10 .34 .26 .30 .04 .41 .27 .30 .27 .11 .32 
7 .31 .31 .30 .25 .08 .35 .32 .35 .25 .45 .34 .16 .42 .20 .21 
13 .25 .24 .28 .33 .31 .34 .23 .32 .38 .43 .33 .38 .23 .16 
20 .17 .29 .23 .14 .30 .49 .23 .30 .40 .29 .35 .15 .34 
23 .32 .25 .29 .29 .28 .37 .27 .26 .19 .16 .50 .16 
26 .31 .36 .29 .24 .24 .37 .28 .31 .34 .36 .23 
31 
.27 .23 .32 .35 .22 .42 .28 .20 .30 .14 
36 .12 .14 .02 .32 .15 .11 .33 .43 .25 
37 .51 .49 .50 .35 .40 .31 .12 .37 
39 .45 . 66 .59 .24 .34 .18 .41 
42 .47 .40 .29 .37 .40 .27 
48 .58 .26 .43 .30 .36 
50 .26 .42 .27 .22 
55 .16 .23 .32 




F  L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L  
A O  H H H H H H H H H L H H H H H H L  
Item 
mean 2.6 4.2 2.7 2.5 3.7 3.8 4.7 2.8 2.3 3.4 4.2 3.1 2.9 3.3 4.2 4.2 3.1 
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Table 3. Inter-item correlations, Carkhuff ratings and means 
for Scale III 
Item 
number 5 11 14 19 22 30 
5 .36 .36 .33 .42 .42 
11 .54 .63 .31 .48 
14 .49 .34 .43 




F L L L L L L 
AO L L L L L L 
Item 
mean 3.5 4.1 5.3 5.5 3.1 4.1 
of 5. However, no clear pattern for Action Orientation is 
suggested by Carkhuff's item designations. Evaluating the 14 
Scale I items on the basis of the multiple group factor 
analysis of Phase I, all 14 items weighted above .20 on the 
Facilitation factor while only five items had factor loadings 
above the (plus or minus) .20 level on both factors. The 
results suggested that Scale I is measuring the tendency to 
give good facilitative responses. 
The items comprising Scale I are listed in Table 4. 
Examining the qualitative aspects of the individual 14 items, 
the responses tend to emphasize client feelings while focusing 
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Table 4. Item responses comprising Scale I 
Item 
number Item responses 
1 You know you have changed a lot. There are a lot 
of things you want to do but no longer can. 
8 While others raise these questions, these 
questions are real for you. You don't know if there 
is more out there for you. You don't know if you can 
find more fulfillment than you have. 
16 What's happened between you and your husband has 
raised a lot of questions about you, about him, about 
your marriage. 
17 They really make you very angry. You wish you 
could handle them more effectively than they do. 
21 You really resent having to meet the goals other 
people set for you. 
27 While she makes you very angry, you really care 
what happens to her. 
28 While she frustrates the hell out of you, what 
you are really asking is, "How can I help myself, 
particularly in relation to this kid?" 
35 That's a real good feeling to have someone to 
trust and share with. "Finally, I can be myself." 
38 Hey, that's a mighty good feeling. You are on 
your way now. Even though there are some things you 
don't know along the way, it's just exciting to be 
gone. 
41 It's a good feeling to have your kids settled 
once again. 
45 It's a wonderful feeling when things are going 
well maritally. 
45 It's really exciting to be alive again, to feel 
your body again, to be in love again. 
53 You can't really say all that you feel at this 
moment. 
56 You just don't know what to say at this moment. 
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on the client's perspective rather than that of other persons 
significant to the client. The items are consistently moderate 
length statements; the only qeustions are reflected questions 
as if quoting the client. 
Interpretation of Scale II The response means of the 
119 subjects were below the scale average for all 17 items 
comprising Scale II. These items are rated as Low Facilita­
tion items by Carkhuff with 15 of the items also receiving a 
High Action Orientation rating. Furthermore, 15 of the 17 
items had factor loadings in excess of -.20 on the Facilita­
tion factor of the multiple group analysis and 12 loaded above 
.20 on Action Orientation. These results suggested the scale 
measures a tendency to give poorer quality, directive 
responses. 
Table 5 contains the listing of the 17 Scale II items. 
Evaluating the specific responses of Scale II, they are sig­
nificantly longer than Scale I response (t = 3.10, df, 29, 
p < .005). The 17 response items tend to emphasize an external 
perspective (e.g., society or significant, persons to the 
client). In addition, the responses contain an admixture of 
statements, questions and imperatives not found in Scale I 
items. 
Interpretation of Scale III Carkhuff's ratings of the 
six items from Scale III are consistently Low Facilitation -
Low Action Orientation. This evaluation was supported by the 
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Table 5. Item responses comprising Scale II 
Item 
number Item responses 
3 Who are these people that make you so angry? Why 
don't you tell them where to get off! They can't 
control your existence. You have to be your own 
person. 
7 Why are you dominated by what others see for you? 
If you are comfortable and enjoy being a housewife, 
then you are comfortable and enjoy being a housewife, 
then continue in this job. The role of mother, home-
maker can be a full-time, self-satisfying job. 
13 Perhaps you feel your marriage and role of mother 
is holding you back and preventing you from being 
something else you want to be. Your resentment here 
against your husband is manifested in your frigidity. 
Perhaps it is your way of paying him back for 
restricting you. 
20 Maybe society itself is at fault here—making you 
feel inadequate, giving you this negative view of 
yourself, leading you to be unable to successfully 
interact with others. 
23 Do you honestly feel a degree makes a person worse 
or better? And not having a degree makes you better? 
Do you realize society perpetrates many frauds and sets 
many prerequisites such as a degree. You must realize 
how doors are closed unless you have a degree, while 
the ditches are certainly open. 
26 Why don't you try giving your daughter some very 
precise limitations. Tell her what you expect from 
her and what you don't expect from her. No excuses. 
31 Your husband makes you feel inferior in your own 
eyes. You feel incompetent. In many ways you make 
hi~. sound like a very cruel and destructive man. 
36 Now that you have found these people who enjoy 
you and whom you enjoy, spend your time with these 
people. Forget about the other types who make you 
anxious. Spend your time with the people who can 
understand and be warm with you. 
37 Don't you think you are biting off a little bit 
more than you can chew? Don't you think that working 
and taking care of the children will be a little bit 
too much? How does your husband feel about this? 
39 Let me caution you to be cautious in your 
judgment. Don't be too hasty. Try to get settled 
first. 
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Table 5 (Continued) 
Item 
number Item responses 
42 It is possible your kids were happy before but 
you never noticed it before? You mentioned your boys. 
How about your husband? Is he happy? 
48 Now don't go overboard on this right now. There 
will be problems that lie ahead and during these 
periods that you have these problems I want you to 
remember well the bliss you experienced in this moment 
in time. 
50 This is quite nice but remember, unless extreme 
caution is exercised, you may find yourself moving in 
the other direction. 
55 Are you nervous? Maybe you haven't made the 
progress here we hoped for. 
58 Only when we establish mutual understanding and 
trust and only then can we prccead to work on your 
problem effectively. 
61 You are suggesting I'm wrapped up in myself. Do 
you think that perhaps, in fact, this is your problem? 
62 I'm only trying to listen to you. Really, I 
think we are making a whole lot of progress here. 
multiple group factor analysis. All six items loaded at the 
-.20 level or above on both factor vectors. In addition, the 
mean responses of the 119 subjects for these items were average 
to below average. 
Although Scale III appears to be a measure of poorer 
quality response tendencies, the nature of the responses dif­
fers from that of Scale II. Items for Scale III are listed in 
Table 6. All six items comprising this scale are short 
questions, requesting additional information from the client. 
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Table 6 Item responses comprising Scale III 
Item 
number Item responses 
5 Hmm. Who are these other people? 
11 Could you tell me—have you talked to your 
husband about this? 
14 What about your relationship with your husband, 
his role as father and companion? 
19 Why do you feel these people are phony? What do 
they say to you? 
22 What do you mean by "it r.akes me sick?" 
30 Tell me, what is your cor.ccpt of a good marriage? 
The responses are significantly shorter than Scale I and 
Scale II responses (Scale I vs. Scale III: t = 2.20, df, 18, 
p < .025; Scale II vs. Scale III; t = 3.69, df, 21, p < .005). 
However, the variability in the means of the subjects' ratings 
of these items, as opposed to the means for Scale II, suggested 
that some questions of this type may be more readily viewed as 
desirable even though the questions do not necessarily convey 
an empathie understanding of the client. 
Evaluation of Phase II hypotheses Only partial support 
was obtained for the first hypothesis that the principal com­
ponents factor analysis would yield factors not corresponding 
to Facilitation and Action Orientation. Both Scale I and 
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Scale II appears to be measuring a construct similar to 
Facilitation. However, Scale I seems to evaluate highly 
facilitative responses as a unitary construct while Scale II 
appears more related to Low Facilitation in combination with 
an emphasis on behavior change and a propensity to make long 
responses. Although the results consistently indicated Scale 
III as a measure of low levels of both Facilitation and Action 
Orientation, the scale may be more related to response style, 
i.e., seeking information with short questions. 
The principal components analysis provided support for 
Facilitation as a construct but provided little confirmation 
for Action Orientation as a significant counselor variable 
except in conjunctioning with low levels of Facilitation. 
These results may be, in part, an artifact of the computational 
procedures utilized by the principal components method. Two 
general factors were obtained in the analysis. By extracting 
as much variance as possible on the first two factors, the 
variance attributable to Action Orientation as a construct may 
have been extracted in combination with the variance of the 
two factors which have been interpreted as more similar to 
levels of Facilitation. This would reduce the variance 
uniquely attributable to a construct similar to Action Orienta-
Nevertheless, the two factors obtained in the analysis, 
describing good and poor response tendencies, were similar to 
40 
the factors obtained in the analyses of the scales for Empathy, 
Respect, Genuineness and Concreteness (Collingwood, Hefele, 
Muehlberg, & Drasgow, 1970; Friel, Berenson, & Mitchell, 1971; 
Muehlberg, Pierce, & Drasgow, 1969). Furthermore, the results 
of this study suggested that counselor response styles are 
related to the quality of responses. 
The second hypothesis involving the development of 
reliable factor scales was supported. Even though the reli­
ability estimates of .84, .88, and .82 preclude individual 
prediction, scale reliability could be increased by the addi­
tion of responses appropriate for the quality and response 
styles of the scales. 
Development of Phase III hypotheses Two types of 
hypotheses were developed for Phase III. The first five 
hypotheses concerned the correlations between general counselor 
effectiveness. Discrimination Test difference scores, and 
scores from the three factor scales developed in this study. 
These hypotheses were based on observations of the kind of 
performance reflected in the predictor test scores. Increases 
in Discrimination Test difference scores indicate greater 
discrepancy from expert judges; therefore, increase in score 
values is related to poorer performance. Scale I scores 
increase with the higher subject ratings of good responses. 
Scale II and Scale III scores increase with higher subject 
evaluations of poorer quality responses. Random variation 
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within the Discrimination Test items, indicated by the presence 
of near zero inter-item correlations, should reduce the pre­
dictive effectiveness of the measures. The following five 
hypotheses were tested in Phase III: 
1) Discrimination Test difference scores are positively 
correlated with rankings of overall counselor effective­
ness. (The first, second, and third hypotheses assume 
that the rank of 1 is given the best criterion 
performance.) 
2) Scale I scores are correlated negatively with rankings 
of overall effectiveness of criterion performance. 
3) Scale II is correlated positively with rankings of 
criterion performance. 
4) Scale III scores are correlated positively with 
rankings of criterion performance. 
5) The correlations of Scales I, II, and III with a 
criterion measure of overall effectiveness account for 
more variance than the correlation between the Discrimina­
tion Test difference scores and the criterion measure. 
Three additional hypotheses related to counselor response 
style. It was observed that Scale II items are significantly 
longer than Scale I and Scale III items. Furthermore, Scale 
III items are in the form of questions while Scale I contains 
no question. Tiie tnree hypotheses concerning response style 
were : 
1) Scale II scores are positively correlated with the 
amount of counselor talk time. 
2) Scale III scores are negatively correlated with 
counselor talk time and positively correlated with the 
percent of responses devoted to questions and with the 
percent of talk time spent asking questions. 
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3) Scale I scores are negatively correlated with the 
percent of responses devoted to questions and the percent 
of talk time asking questions. 
Phase III: Predictive Validity Assessment 
Method 
For the Phase III analyses Pearson Product-Moment correla­
tions were calculated between the Discrimination Test difference 
scores, scores on three factor scales, an evaluation of overall 
counselor effectiveness in a roleplay situation and various 
measures of counselor response style. Two matrices of correla­
tions were obtained. The first matrix represented data from a 
validation sample of 17 subjects and the second was a cross-
validation sample of 15 subjects. 
Subjects The predictive validity evaluation data was 
provided by two groups of subjects. Each subject participated 
in one five-minute roleplay situation. The first group con­
sisted of 17 subjects from the 119 utilized in Phase I and 
Phase II of this study. For this group, eight to ten months 
intervened between their completion of the Discrimination Test 
and the roleplay participation. The second group of 15 sub­
jects completed the test and roleplay within a one week period. 
All of the subjects in these two samples were working regular 
shifts for one Iowa telephone crisis program during the 
summer of 1971. Each subject was a paraprofessional volunteer 
who had received a minimum of 18 hours of specialized training. 
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Discrimination Test scores Discrimination Test dif­
ference scores were obtained for each of the 32 subjects in 
the two group used for predictive validity assessment. Each 
subject's score was the average of the absolute differences 
between the subject's response ratings and Carkhuff's ratings 
for each of the 64 items. The mean of the item differences 
rather than the sum of the differences was used to correct for 
missing data for two subjects (a total of three missing 
responses for the total 32 subjects). 
Factor scale scores The three scale scores for each 
subject were the simple sums of the responses to the items 
comprising the scales. Because there were no missing data on 
the items scored, no adjustments were made for scale length. 
Roleplay situation The criterion measures were based 
on an evaluation of each subject's performance in a roleplay 
situation with the author. The role portrayed was that of a 
moderately depressed college girl unable to develop friend­
ships. The problem was selected not only because it is a 
frequent presenting problem for phone services but also 
because it readily lends itself to the subject's use of a 
variety of approaches to the situation. 
Teletrainer equipment consisting of two standard tele­
phones connected by an amplification system was used, with the 
subject (counselor) and the caller seated back to back. This 
provided a realistic simulation of the subjects' regular 
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working conditions in which non-verbal cues are eliminated. 
Subjects were instructed to be as helpful as possible during 
a relatively brief conversation. These five minute interviews 
were tape recorded. 
Evaluation of general effectiveness of roleplay behavior 
Written transcripts of the first three exchanges between each 
of the subjects and the author were presented to two raters 
for an evaluation of the general effectiveness of the subjects' 
performance. (The standard opening statement made after the 
telephone rings was not included within the three exchanges.) 
The raters were experienced counselors without specific prior 
training in rating these excerpts. However, both raters were 
experienced in evaluating supervisees and had participated in 
similar rating tasks. 
Data for the two samples were rank ordered separately by 
these two judges. The instructions to the raters were: "Rank 
order the following 17 (or 15) excerpts on the basis of the 
overall adequacy of the subjects' understanding and exploration 
of the presented problem and the direction of the discussion 
along fruitful lines ; the most adequate performance is to be 
given the rank of 1 and the least adequate 17 (or 15)." 
This gross rating system is comparable to 1) the evalua­
tion procedure used to score Carkhuff's Communication Test, 
2) the criterion applied in much of the research using these 
instruments, and 3} the criterion in other process and/or 
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outcome studies. 
Only the first three exchanges from the five-minute role-
play situations were utilized in order to insure greater 
standardization of the caller stimuli. Although the transcript 
eliminated cues as to the affective quality of the speech of 
both roleplay participants, this approach provided greater ease 
for the cross comparisons needed for making the ranking. 
Ranking rather than separate ratings for each subject's 
performance avoided the difficulties of response bias on the 
part of the judges in their use of a scale. In addition, this 
method required finer discriminations between subjects func­
tioning at or near the same level. Reliability of the ranking 
was estimated from the correlations between the judges for the 
rankings of each sample. 
Evaluation of response style For the evaluation of 
the counselors' response style, the following data were 
obtained from the tapes of the entire five minute roleplay 
for each of the 32 subjects: 1) the total number of seconds 
of subject talk time during the five minutes, 2) the ratio of 
the number of specific questions asked by the subjects to the 
total number of subject responses, i.e., the percent of 
responses consisting of questions, and 3) the ratio of the 
total number of seconds asking questions to the total subject 
talk time, i.e., the percentage of subject talk time devoted 
to questions. 
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Although, these three criterion measures were unique to 
this study, they were patterned after objective measures 
previously utilized in examining the therapeutic process. The 
development of the interaction chronograph by Chappie (1949) 
established this means of examining interaction patterns. 
Harrington (1961) used similar measures which 1) necessitated 
minimal subjective judgment, 2) discriminated between various 
counselors in their interactions with specific clients and 
3) predicted client perception of the counselor and/or outcome. 
On the basis of this and other research designs, the three 
criteria were selected as the method for explicating the factor 
scales. 
Results 
Eight hypotheses were evaluated in the Phase III analyses. 
Five hypotheses concerned the effectiveness of the three factor 
scales in predicting the criterion of overall counselor 
effectiveness and the relative predictive power of these 
scales and the Discrimination Test difference scores in pre­
dicting this criterion. Three hypotheses predicted directional 
correlations between the scores on the three scales and 
measures of counselor response style. Data were obtained on 
both a validation and cross validation sample. 
Inter-judge reliability The first three exchanges 
from the roleplay situation were rank ordered independently by 
two judges. The rank order correlation for these judges on 
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the validation sample of 17 subjects was .88, resulting in a 
reliability of .94 for the combined ranks used in the correla­
tions reported below. For the cross validation sample of 15 
subjects, the rank order correlation was .90, yielding a 
reliability of .95. 
Validation sample The correlation matrix obtained 
from the 17 subjects in the validation sample is found in Table 
7. The correlations between the Discrimination Test difference 
scores and the three factor scales with the criteria represent 
a time interval of eight to ten months between the collection 
of the predictor and criterion data. 
Cross validation sample Table 8 contains the matrix 
of correlations between predictor and criterion data for the 
15 subjects comprising the cross validation sample. The time 
interval between the administration of the Discrimination Test 
and the roleplay with the author was one week or less for 
these 15 subjects. 
Evaluation of Phase III hypotheses Of the 56 correla­
tions in the two above data matrices, only 12 were significant 
at the .05 level of confidence. Specific hypotheses were made 
concerning 10 correlations in each matrix. Only one of these 
correlations attained significance but this relationship 
failed to be replicated in the cross validation sample. In 
addition, five correlations for the validation sample were 
non-significant in the direction opposite the Phase III 
Table 7. Validation sample correlation matrix 
Variables 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
1 Discrimination 
Test scores .,13 .69* .45* (4)-.13 -.02 .29 .12 
2 Scale I 
scores .32 .04 (-)-.13 -.39 (-) .22 (-) .25 
3 Scale II 
scores .22 (+)-.17 (+) .04 .12 -.21 
4 Scale III 
scores (+)-.24 (-)-.48* (+) .29 (+) .27 
5 General 
effectiveness .28 .24 -.22 
6 Subject talk 
time -.01 -.46* 
7 Talk time spent 
questioning .61* 
8 Responses devoted 
to questions 
^(+) and (-) indicates the direction of predicted correlations. No hypotheses 
were developed for the remaining correlations. 
Significant at the .05 level of confidence. 
Table 8. Cross-validation sample correlation matrix 
Variables 
1 Discrimination 
Test scores .48* .80* .63* (+)^.28 -.03 -.11 .01 
2 Scale I 
scores .45* .06 (-)^.04 .13 (-)-.ll (-)-.24 
3 Scale 11 
scores .35 (+) .23 (+)-.12 -.20 .08 
4 Scale i:CI 
scores (+) .39 (-) .14 (+)-,34 (+) .02 
5 General 
effectiveness -.06 -.10 .30 
6 Subject talk 
time -.57* -.82* 
7 Talk time spent 
questioning .64* 
8 Responses devoted 
to questions 
^(+) and (-) indicate the direction of predicted direction. No hypotheses were 
developed for the remaining correlations. 
* 
Significant at the .05 level of confidence. 
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hypotheses while three of the ten hypothesized correlations 
for the cross validation sample were non-significant opposite 
the predicted direction. In general. Phase III hypotheses 
were not confirmed. Neither the Discrimination Test difference 
scores nor the three factor scales were predictive of the 
effectiveness of the subjects in the roleplay situation and no 
replicable significant relationships were observed between the 




In this section detailed consideration is given to the 
issues of 1) the reliability of the Discrimination Test and 
the factor scales developed in this study, 2) the construct 
validity of Facilitation and Action Orientation as well as the 
relationship between the results of this study and studies of 
high and low functioning behavior and 3) the predictive 
validity of the Discrimination Test and the three factor scales. 
The final division of this section contains conclusions con­
cerning the general merits and weaknesses of the Discrimination 
Test. 
Reliability 
The reliability of a measure is dependent on the number 
of items comprising the instrument, and the interrelations 
among these items. The latter, internal consistency, is 
evaluated by the magnitude of the average cff diagonal correla­
tion between items» With a high positive average off-diagonal 
correlation, the test items are sampling the same content area 
or construct. Test reliability is high because the test is 
measuring little unrelated content. 
Nevertheless, a measure may be satisfactory from the 
point of view of reliability without having a highly homogeneous 
common core of content. A larger number of items may 
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compensate for some reduction of communality in what is being 
measured. Although each individual item adds little to the 
precision of measurement, the combination of a large number of 
items with low inter-item correlations may be equivalent to the 
precision of a smaller collection of items which are highly 
interrelated. 
Discrimination Test reliability 
A reliability estimate of .89 was obtained from an 
analysis of the raw data from the Discrimination Test. Al­
though there is little consensus on hcv- to estimate the 
reliability of difference scores, the reliability of the test 
when scored by the difference score procedure would necessarily 
be lower than the estimate obtained in the raw data analysis. 
In other words, the reliability estimate of .89 is a ceiling 
value for the items comprising the instrument. A revision of 
the scoring method may result in test reliability approaching 
.89. However, revisions of scoring procedure would require a 
coîuMlete re—exainj.natj-on of reliabxlity, for the method may 
substantially change the correlations between items. 
The reliability estimate for the Discrimination Test raw 
data indicated the unscored test responses could be appropri­
ately developed into a measure for the prediction of group 
performance and for research purposes. However, for the 
prediction of individual performance, "a reliability of 
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.90 is the minimum that should be tolerated, and a 
reliability of .95 should be considered the desirable 
standard" (Nunnally, 1967, p. 226). The Discrimination Test 
difference scores have been used as a selection method for 
individuals entering training programs (Carkhuff & Griffin, 
1970, 1971). The reliability of the Discrimination Test raw 
data is, at best, marginal for the test to be used as the 
basis for important decisions concerning individuals, such as 
selection for professional and paraprofessional training. The 
use of difference scores for such selection is questionable. 
Furthermore, the internal consistency of the test is 
somewhat low. An average off-diagonal correlation of .11 
means the test contains items with near zero/or negative inter-
item correlations. Items with positive inter-item correlations 
approaching zero do not contribute greatly to measurement 
precision while items with negative inter-item correlations 
reduce the overall reliability of the test. In order to 
increase precision of measurement, items with negative average 
inter-item correlations should be removed from the instrument 
or developed into separate scales. In addition, items with 
near zero inter-item correlations decrease the interpretability 
of the test and their removal would facilitate construct 
explication. 
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Factor scale reliability 
The second phase of this study consisted of a revision of 
the Discrimination Test. By developing factor scales, the 
internal consistency of the resulting scales was increased in 
relation to the internal consistency of the original Discrimi­
nation Test. The matrices of inter-item correlations for the 
three factor scales contained few near zero and no negative 
correlations. Although the reliability estimates for the 
scales were lower than the analysis of the raw data from the 
total 64 items of the Discrimination Test, the greater homo­
geneity of the scales increases their interpretability. This 
is important in two respects. Homogeneous measures provide a 
more realistic basis for theory testing and development. 
Secondly, greater focus is provided for the development of 
additional items to be added to the scales. 
The factor scale reliabilities obtained in this study 
should be interpreted with caution. The same subject data 
were utilized for the principal components analysis and the 
calculations of scale reliabilities. Thus, the derivation of 
the scales and the scale reliability estimates were not 
statistically independent evaluations. This lack of independ­
ence in these analyses maximizes the effect of error variance. 
Therefore, cross validation of the reliability estimates is 
needed in order to mini aize the influence of error variance. 
Furthermore, the subjects in this study represented only one 
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population with which these scales might be applied; reliabil­
ity estimates may vary with different subject populations. 
Scale reliability appropriate for individual prediction 
may be obtained with the addition of items to the scales 
developed in this study. However, the average inter-item 
correlations of the additional items should be comparable to 
the average off-diagonal correlations for the present three 
factor scales. In order to obtain a reliability estimate of 
.95 for the scales, 36 items must be added to Scale I, 27 to 
Scale II and 11 to Scale III (Nunnally, 1967, p. 225). The 
reason different numbers of items must be added to the three 
scales is that the reliability estimates for the present scales 
ranged from .82 to .88. Six to 17 items comprised the scales. 
The estimate of the effect of adding items is based on the 
existing reliability estimates and scale length. According to 
these estimates, Scale I would contain 50 items. Scale II 
would include 44 and 25 items would comprise Scale III. Con­
sidering the difficulty of the rating task, it probably would 
be realistic for subjects to complete only one scale of this 
length. 
Revision of the Discrimination Test by the addition of 
items to the scales developed in this study would necessitate 
the complete re-examination of the instrument. Additional 
item would alter the context of the remaining items. Studies 
using, for example, various scales from the Minnesota Multi-
56 
phasic Personality Inventory (summarized by Dahlstrom & 
Welsh, 1960, pp. 30-33) suggested that such contextual alter­
ations produce small but statistically stable differences in 
the responses of subjects. Therefore, the inter-item correla­
tions may be affected. Not only could this increase or 
decrease predicted scale reliability but it may also affect 
the magnitude of factor loadings. This, in turn, could involve 
changes in the interpretation of the constructs being measured. 
Nevertheless, factor scales and simple sums of subjects' 
responses as scores avoid the difficulties inherent in both 
difference scores and the criterion approach to test construc­
tion. 
Construct Validity 
Support for Facilitation and Action Orientation as 
constructs received partial support in this study. In this 
section are discussed the results of 1) the multiple group 
factor analysis and 2) the principal components analysis and 
the correlations between the factor scale scores and the 
Discrimination Test (obtained in the evaluation of predictive 
validity). Suggestions for alternative methods for evaluating 
Facilitation and Action Orientation as constructs are in­
corporated in these sections. 
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Multiple group factor analysis 
Carkhuff posited only two factors for the Discrimination 
Test (Carkhuff, 1969b, Vol. I). Two variables were manipulated 
in forming the test items. His discussion of Facilitation and 
Action Orientation suggested they are of the status of general 
factors. 
By a general factor, it is meant a construct which is an 
explanatory concept for a variety of related sets of items and 
events. A general factor must also account for a large portion 
of test variance. In order for this to occur, all items with­
in a test must have substantial loadings on that factor, e.g., 
.40 or above. 
Two other types of factors are commonly used in the 
discussion of the generality of factors. Only approximately 
one fourth of test items are expected to load substantially on 
a group factor. There is not a sharp distinction between 
general and group factors. However, general factors have more 
comprehensive explanatory power than group factors. 
The third class of factors is a specific factor. This 
type of factor accounts for variance only for a particular 
collection of test items. The factor applies only if there 
are no changes in the content of the items. Because its 
explanatory power is unique to a given test, it cannot be 
used to predict performance on other tests or criterion 
measures. 
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However, specific factors may appear to be general or, 
more likely, group factors in the analysis of a single test. 
The relative generality of a factor is determined by the 
proportion of variance explained for a particular test but, 
more importantly, the amount of variance it accounts for in a 
variety of measuring instruments. Therefore, the factor 
analysis of a single test provides only partial information 
on the relative generality of factors (Nunnally, 1967). 
Factors corresponding to Facilitation and Action Orienta­
tion accounted for only 20.6 percent of the total variance of 
the Discrimination Test. Although almost all items loaded in 
the direction appropriate for Carkhuff's item designations, 
nearly half of the 64 items loaded minimally on one or both 
factors. Of the 128 factor loadings, 34 were below .20. The 
items with these low factor loadings do not appreciably con­
tribute to evaluation of Facilitation and Action Orientation 
as constructs. Furthermore, the presence of a large number of 
small factor loadings suggested that, at least within the 
Discrimination Test, Facilitation and Action Orientation are 
not general factors. 
On the other hand, 27 items loaded above .40 on one fac­
tor and two item loaded above .40 on both factors. These 
items, loading above .40 on a single factor, provide a nucleus 
for the evaluation of Facilitation and Action Orientation. 
Using only these items and/or developing and testing additional 
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alternative items may result in reliable independent measures 
of Facilitation and Action Orientation, perhaps having the 
status of general factors within the individual, newly 
developed measures. 
However, this would be only a first step in evaluating 
Facilitation and Action Orientation. In order to evaluate 
Carkhuff's thesis that these two factors are the major counse­
lor effectiveness. Only with analysis of several such 
instruments can the relative generality and applicability of 
Facilitation and Action Orientation be established. 
Principal components factor analysis 
The first five factors of the principal components 
analysis accounted for 43.3 percent of the test variance while 
the three factors considered significant in this study 
explained only 34.5 percent. Although using unities in the 
diagonals for the principal components analysis would tend to 
decrease these percentages, the major portion of test variance 
remained unexplained for both the multiple group and principal 
components factor analyses. The large percentage of un­
accounted for variance suggested that the Discrimination Test 
is dominated by specific or, at best, group factors and/or 
error. By error it is meant unexplained variance due to 
unreliability of measurement. Error variance and variance due 
to specific factors are commonly considered together as unique 
variance. Error and specific factor variance are difficult to 
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separate statistically and neither contribute to predictive 
utility or construct validation. 
Sources of unique variation Comments from subjects 
taking the Discrimination Test suggested several possible 
sources of unique test variance. First, several of the 119 
subjects, on which both factor analyses were based, were 
senior citizens who had not previously encountered IBM answer 
sheets or multiple choice tests. More importantly, most of 
the subjects were familiar with standard multiple choice 
tests. Although data from only four subjects had to be 
excluded from the study because they selected only the best 
responses in their estimation rather than rating all responses, 
the effect of the general propensity to select one best 
response is unknown. That is, one response in each set of 
four may have been carefully evaluated with the remaining 
three given only cursory attention. 
Secondly, numerous subjects expressed confusion with the 
test instructions, as well as frustration and even antegonism 
toward the test. This may have reduced their diligence in 
completing the task. 
Thirdly, the description of the rating scale provided by 
Carkhuff was ignored by at least some subjects. There may 
have been considerable variability in the rating scale 
actually employed in the evaluation of the Discrimination Test 
items. This is not only because some subjects found the scale 
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description cumbersome and distracting but also there were 
likely divergent interpretations of the scale even when effort 
was expended to apply it in the response ratings. 
Fourthly, there were complaints about the length of the 
test and the difficulty of the task. This was related by the 
subjects to an impression that their ratings for the responses 
would have differed with an immediate re-administration of the 
test or if the sequence of excerpts and/or responses were 
altered. There are no reported data on test-retest reliability 
nor order effects. 
These and other possible considerations may contribute 
to the small portion of test variance accounted for by the 
three significant principle components factors. However, 
there are similarities between the principal components factors 
and the construct of Facilitation (if not also Action Orienta­
tion) . In addition there are communalities between the results 
of this analysis and analyses of the scales for Empathy, 
Respect, Genuineness, and Concreteness. 
Facilitation and Action Orientation The relationship 
between the factor scales and Facilitation and Action Orienta­
tion is reflected in 1) the uniformity within each of the 
scales of Carkhuff's evaluations of High or Low Facilitation 
and to a lesser extent the consistency of High or Low Action 
Orientation within the scales and 2) the number of items with 
high multiple group factor loadings comprising the factor 
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scales. 
As previously described in the interpretation of the 
three factor scales, all 14 items in Scale I were evaluated as 
High Facilitation items by Carkhuff while 8 items received Low 
Action Orientation designations and 6 High Action Orientation. 
Within Carkhuff's scheme of constructs. Scale I is clearly a 
measure of High Facilitation. Scale II items are consistently 
indicated as Low Facilitation by Carkhuff and 15 of the 17 
items as High Action Orientation. This scale appears to be a 
measure of non-supportive, directive responses. In addition. 
Scale III items seem to evaluate a tendency to prefer poorer 
responses, responses designated by Carkhuff as Low Facilita­
tion - Low Action Orientation. Although these interpretations 
of the scales are somewhat circular, the subjects' response 
means to the scale supported the references to good and poor 
responses. 
These results suggested further confirmation of at least 
Facilitation as a construct. However, Facilitation and Action 
Orientation did not appear as unitary constructs. That is, 
the principal components factor scales suggested that the 
level of Action Orientation attains importance relative to low 
levels of Facilitation. This is not unlike Carkhuffs 
description of the relative significance of Action Orientation. 
He stated, "Without high levels of understanding, then, 
directionality is meaningless" (Carkhuff, 1969b, Vol. I, 
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p. 125). However, it cannot be said that the Discrimination 
Test measures Facilitation and Action Orientation. It is more 
appropriate to describe the instrument as potentially measuring 
combinations of facilitative and action-oriented response 
tendencies. 
By crossing levels of Facilitation and Action Orientation 
in the original construction of the test and, further, asking 
subjects to provide a single rating of the responses, it is 
difficult for the test to provide insights into Facilitation 
and Action Orientation as independent constructs. The theory 
states these constructs are important in their interrelation­
ships . This cannot be evaluated unless the constructs are 
measured independently. Facilitation and Action Orientation 
were confounded in the construction of the test. Therefore, 
the data from any method of scoring the total test are limited 
by this initial confounding of the constructs. 
A test of the theory concerning Facilitation and Action 
Orientation (in relation to the subject's ability to 
discriminate responses) may be possible by utilizing :r.cdifica-
tion of the format of the Discrimination Test. The subjects 
may rate each response on two well-defined dimensions. Scores 
from each set of ratings may then be evaluated, first, as to 
their reliability and internal consistency and, secondly, as 
to the interplay of the constructs. 
64 
A second means of separating the measurement of Facilita­
tion and Action Orientation would be the development of factor 
scales for these constructs. This was approximated to a 
limited extent in this study. Nine of the 14 Scale I items 
had multiple group factor loadings above .40 on the Facilita­
tion factor and only one item loaded appreciably (-.33) on the 
second. Of the 17 items from Scale II, five items loaded 
above .40 on the Facilitation factor, one on Action Orientation 
and one on both. Half of the items from Scale III loaded sub­
stantially on the Action Orientation multiple group factor 
while one of the six items loaded .40 on Facilitation. Examin­
ing the items from the three scales combined, 19 of the 37 may 
provide a core of items for the independent assessment of 
Facilitation and Action Orientation within the factor scales 
of this study and one additional item reflects the confounding 
of the two constructs. Furthermore, Scale I provides some 
assessment of Facilitation as an independent construct but 
only one level of the construct is represented. 
The above interpretations of the three factor scales as 
measures of Facilitation and Action Orientation should be 
applied cautiously. For factor analysis, five to ten replica­
tions per item is recommended (Nunnally, 1967). In order for 
the factor loadings to be stable, i.e., relatively uninfluenced 
by error variance, the factor analysis should be based on 320 
to 640 subjects. Secondly, these interpretations are ad hoc 
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explanations and should be tested by further research rather 
than be accepted as direct results of the design of this study. 
This study was not designed to develop measures of Facilitation 
and Action Orientation but rather to assess the degree to which 
these constructs accounted for Discrimination Test variance 
and, secondly, to summarize and work with the largest portion 
of test variance. Similarity between the principal components 
factor scales and Facilitation and Action Orientation are 
serendipitous. 
High and low functioning behavior On the other hand, 
the factor scales in this study appear to be highly related to 
previous factor analyses of the scales for Empathy, Respect, 
Genuineness and Concreteness. In these studies, factor 
analyses had been applied separately for high and low function­
ing therapists. A single factor accounted for practically all 
the variance in both the matrix for high and the matrix 
describing low functioning therapists (Collingwood, Hefele, 
Muehlberg, & Drasgow, 1970; Muehlberg, Pierce, & Drasgow, 1969). 
Friel, Berenson, & Mitchell (1971) reported three significant 
factors with different patterns of factor loadings on these 
factors for two samples (high and low functioning therapists). 
Nevertheless, an inspection of the factor analysis results 
indicates that the first factor accounted for approximately 
half the variance for both samples under two conditions, base 
rate and post confrontation. 
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However, in these studies, the definition of the high and 
low functioning samples was confounded with the data analysis. 
The Scunple selection was based on the ratings of Empathy, 
Respect, Genuineness, and Concreteness. With this procedures 
of selecting samples and the separate analyses for high and 
low functioning individuals, it is not surprising that con­
sistency of functioning was a major factor. This consistency 
was built into the separate sample matrices. 
In the present study, this type of confounding was 
avoided by evaluating all Discrimination Test data in a single 
principal components factor analysis. Nevertheless, one factor 
was found to describe high functioning responses and a second 
major factor describing poorer, low functioning responses. 
A third, secondary factor was also found to describe low 
functioning behavior. 
The results of this study support a structural difference 
between the behavior of high and low functioning individuals 
as posited by several counseling theorists CCarkhuff, 1969b, 
Carkhuff & Berenson, 1967; Truax & Carkhuff, 1967). This 
support comes from the emergence of two first order factors. 
If counselor behavior were not structurally different depending 
on the level of general functioning, one factor would have 
accounted for the test variance, with different levels of 
functioning reflected in the direction of loadings on that 
single major factor. 
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Additional support for a structural difference in coun­
selor behavior was found in the correlations obtained in Phase 
III. In general. Scale I scores increase with high ratings 
of better responses while Scale II scores increase with high 
evaluations of poorer response. These scales were positively 
correlated for the validation sample. This correlation was 
also significantly positive for the cross validation sample. 
If the scales reflected a continuum of functioning, the scales 
would have been negatively correlated. The positive correla­
tions may reflect a tendency to give high ratings in general, 
i.e., response bias. However, since the first two factor 
scales were not negatively correlated for either sample, 
further indirect support is given for the concept of a struc­
tural difference in high and low functioning. This support 
from the relationship between factor scales is incomplete in 
two respects. First, the scales are a reflection of the 
principal components factors rather than an independent assess­
ment of counselor functioning as obtained, for example, through 
the analysis of additional measures of counseling effectiveness. 
Secondly, these data pertain to test taking behavior and may 
not generalize to behavior in an actual counseling situation. 
Predictive Validity 
Two types of hypotheses concerning predictive validity 
were evaluated in this study. The first type involved 
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correlations between Discrimination Test difference scores, 
scores from the three factor scales and a criterion of overall 
effectiveness. The second set of hypotheses pertained to 
indices of response style and factor scale scores. Both sets 
of hypotheses contained directional predictions. None of 
these hypotheses were supported for the validation and the 
cross validation samples. The findings for general effective­
ness and response style are discussed below. 
Overall effectiveness 
There are several considerations related to the non­
significant correlations between the criterion of overall 
effectiveness and the predictor variables. First, although it 
is unlikely that two counselors would agree highly in the 
evaluation of effectiveness and yet make inappropriate rankings 
of subjects' performance, the data on which the rankings were 
based were limited samples of performance. In order to 
increase standardization of the stimuli presented to the sub­
jects, only the first three exchanges between the caller and 
the subjects (counselors) of this study were evaluated. This 
method, designed to introduce experimental control into the 
study, may have eliminated the opportunity for obtaining a 
significant predictive relationship. 
This may occur in three ways. Only three samples of 
subjects' behavior were examined. This may not provide 
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sufficient representativeness. In other words, this limited 
number of responses may be an unreliable indication of per­
formance. Secondly, behavior in the initial stage of contact 
may be unrelated to general effectiveness. Thirdly, the use 
of only three excerpts and an already select group of subjects 
may have reduced variability within the subjects to the point 
that a predictive relationship could not be obtained due to 
attenuation. These possibilities highlight the criterion 
problem in counseling research. 
Secondly, all predictor data may have been dominated by 
response bias. All scores obtained from the Discrimination 
Test were positively correlated and six of these correlations 
were significant at the .05 level of confidence. Squaring 
these correlations indicates the amount of common variance, 
which is more important in prediction. For the validation 
sample. Scale II and Scale III share 48 and 20 percent respec­
tively with the Discrimination Test difference scores. How­
ever, the data from the cross validation sample are more 
striking. Not only did Scales II and III share 64 and 40 per­
cent common variance with the difference scores but also Scale 
I correlated positively with the difference scores and Scale 
II, sharing 23 and 20 percent of common variance with these 
measures. These latter correlations should have been negative 
if all measures evaluated what they purportedly measure. One 
interpretation of these data is that all measures evaluate. 
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at least in part, a tendency to give high ratings to responses. 
It may be unclear how this interpretation may apply to 
the Discrimination Test difference scores. However, Carkhuff's 
ratings of all 64 items are weighted toward the lower end of 
the rating scale. The rating scale is a nine-point scale but 
the highest rating given any response by Carkhuff is 7, while 
the lowest is 1. Furthermore, only nine of the 64 items 
received a rating of 7 by Carkhuff while 17 receive the value 
1. Therefore, higher difference scores may more readily be 
received by subjects responding with the upper limits of the 
scale than by subjects giving ratings predominately below the 
scale average. 
Either desite or perhaps because of this response tendency, 
the Discrimination Test difference scores and Scales II and III 
showed a very low level of concurrent predictive effectiveness. 
However, this utility was lost when eight to ten months inter­
vened between test taking and criterion performance. 
The third general consideration is the possibility that 
the Discrimination Test and the factor scales may have dif­
ferential predictive utility depending on the nature of the 
samples. The subjects who provided data for the assessment of 
predictive validity were trained paraprofessional volunteers. 
These samples may have differed in some unknown manner from 
previous samples with which the Discrimination Test was 
studied. 
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A fourth consideration concerns the possible source of 
bias arising from the author as the roleplay caller. The 
author was known to both the validation and cross validation 
sample subjects as the past coordinator of the crisis program 
and, therefore, someone who had been in a position to evaluate 
their performance and make decisions concerning their con­
tinuation in the program. Although the author was no longer 
in this position, the past relationships between the author 
and the subjects may have affected their performance, despite 
reassurances that the participation and performance in the 
research project were unrelated to their status in the crisis 
program. Perhaps more significantly, the author had had the 
opportunity to develop expectations of the subjects' per­
formance prior to the obtaining of the roleplay data. There 
has been considerable research indicating the subtle effect of 
experimenter expectation in research (Rosenthal, 1966; 
Rosenthal & Rosnow, 1969). Although the role portrayed in 
this aspect of the study was a standard role, such expectations 
may have influenced the subjects' responses within the roleplay 
situation. These expectations were based on information 
independent of the data of this study, as no Discrimination 
Test data were scored until after the roleplay data were 
evaluated. Nevertheless, for future research, the standard 
callers or clients should be individuals without prior knowl­
edge of the subjects. 
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Nevertheless, neither the Discrimination Test nor the 
revisions developed in this study displayed the predictive 
utility reported in other studies using the Discrimination 
Test difference scores. These studies used divergent subject 
populations, ranging from untrained laymen to professional 
counselors. Therefore, it is unlikely that subject considera­
tions can account for the failure to replicate the results of 
earlier studies. Furthermore, response bias in the use of the 
rating scale is likely to have been a constant source of 
variation within all studies of the Discrimination Test. 
Limitations within the criterion measure are more plausible 
explanations for the inconsistency of the present results with 
other evidence of predictive validity. However, the alterna­
tive remains that previous studies obtained evidence supporting 
the predictive validity of the test because of correlated 
specific factors which were not replicated in this study. 
Response style 
The lack of support for the hypotheses concerning the 
relationship between the factor scales and the measures of 
response style suggest several interpretations. First, 
response style may be a factor specific to the Discrimination 
Test. Specific factors are unique to particular tests or 
situations and thus are not predictive of other behavior nor 
are they of theoretical importance. 
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Secondly, response bias within the scale scores may have 
obscured a relationship between test taking performance and 
roleplay behavior. In addition, the effect of the authors as 
the roleplay stimulus may have created bias in the style of 
subjects' performance. 
Thirdly, the type of response style reflected in. the 
factor scales may have been inaccurately interpreted. That is, 
the response style measures for the roleplay situation may not 
have been appropriate for the explication of response style 
elements incorporated in the scales. 
The present study cannot provide a means for selecting 
between these and other possible alternative considerations. 
Despite the inconclusive or negative findings of this study, 
response style, broadly defined, remains an interesting problem 
in examining counselor behavior. Stylistic variables have 
been evaluated in relation to personality tests (as summarized 
Nunnally, 1967, pp. 593-617). The volumes of research in this 
area have resulted in the control of error variance as well as 
the discovery of personality correlates to stylistic factors. 
Comparable research in counseling may also increase the pre­
dictive power of selection and evaluation instruments or 
provide insights into counseling process. 
Aspects of the response style data obtained in this study 
suggested some general stylistic differences between subjects. 
Some subjects asked a long series of questions which received 
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short answers. These questions were followed by long subject 
(counselor) non-question responses with a continuation of 
little talk time from the caller. The style seems appropriately 
characterized as a "hard sell." 
A second type of response style might be called "trial 
and error." The subject asked a short series of questions 
which received moderate length caller responses. This was 
followed by a short non-question monologue by the subject and 
the cycle was repeated. This style tended to promote a game 
of "yes - but" from the caller. 
A third distinguishable style appeared to be primarily 
emotionally supportive. The subject asked few, if any, 
questions, and made frequent short statements. Primarily 
affective material was elicited from the caller. This style 
appeared to be comparable to Carkhixff's description of High 
Facilitation - Low Action Orientation functioning. 
A fourth approach consisted o£" an almost exclusive use of 
short questions. Subject talk time was minimal. The short 
questions elicited lengthy caller rresponses containing 
primarily non-affective content. IThis style appeared to be 
non-intrusively task-oriented. 
These are only four possible counselor-client response 
patterns. In order to evaluate if these and other styles 
provide a valid means for categorizing counselors, extensive 
pattern analysis is necessary. Furthermore if these styles 
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are reliable, they are at least subjectively related to 
process and outcome issues. These observations also suggest 
that the response style measures in this study were too 
narrowly defined. 
Conclusions 
The reliability of the Discrimination Test difference 
scores was not evaluated in this study. However, the test 
items are sufficiently reliable to be utilized in group pre­
diction and for research purposes. Therefore, it appears that 
reliable scores could be obtained from the test, provided the 
difference score method of scoring were revised. 
Multiple group factor analysis indicated that factors 
corresponding to Facilitation and Action Orientation did not 
account for sufficient test variance to be considered general 
factors, as posited by Carkhuff. However, 27 of the 64 test 
items loaded highly on one but not both of these factors, 
indicating independent measures of Facilitation and Action 
Orientation may potentially be developed. It was suggested 
that the crossing of Facilitation and Action Orientation in 
the test response items and the use of a single response 
rating scale do not contribute to the independent assessment 
of the constructs. 
The significant factors from the principal components 
analysis also did not account for a major portion of test 
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variance, suggesting the test is dominated by group or specific 
factors and error. Three factor scales were developed with 
reliabilities comparable to that of the total Discrimination 
Test. Scale I appears to be a measure of good responses, while 
Scales II and III are related to rating poor responses highly. 
These scales show similarities to results of studies indicating 
structural differences in the responses of high and low 
functioning counselors. Facilitation appeared related to such 
differential functioning but the role of Action Orientation 
remained ambiguous. However, classification of the contribu­
tion of these constructs to structural response differences 
cannot be obtained until independent measures of Facilitation 
and Action Orientation are developed. 
Previous studies indicated the Discrimination Test dif­
ference scores are predictive of counselor performance. These 
results were not replicated in this study with either the 
Discrimination Test difference scores or the factor scale 
scores. However, this may be related to inadequacies in the 
criterion measure. The factor scales also appeared to be 
measuring counselor response styles. Hypotheses concerning 
the length of talk time and the amount of questioning in 
relation to factor scale scores were not confirmed, even though 
observations made as to interaction patterns in the criterion 
roleplay situation may warrant further research. 
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SUMMARY 
The Discrimination Test developed by Carkhuff was designed 
to predict counselor effectiveness and measure two constructs. 
Facilitation and Action Orientation. Although studies have 
shown the test to be predictive of counselor performance, 
several psychometric issues remained unevaluated. The present 
study was designed to evaluate some of these psychometric 
issues, including test reliability, construct validity and 
predictive validity. In addition, a revision of the test was 
developed and evaluated. 
A reliability estimate, multiple group factor analysis 
and principal components factor analysis were obtained from 
data for 119 trained paraprofessional crisis center volunteers. 
Although the Discrimination Test is scored with a difference 
score method, a reliability estimate of .89 was obtained using 
raw data. This indicates the test items may appropriately be 
utilized for group prediction and research purposes. 
Multiple group factor analysis was used to evaluate the 
degree to which the Discrimination Test incorporates the con­
structs of Facilitation and Action Orientation. Although 
nearly all items loaded in the directions predicted by 
Carkhuff's description of the items, these constructs accounted 
for only 12 percent of the test variance. However, it appears 
that 27 of the 64 test items could be developed into inde­
pendent measures of the constructs. 
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Three significant orincipal components factors were 
obtained. These factors also did not account for a major 
portion of test variance, indicating the test does not contain 
general factors, as posited by Carkhuff. Factor scales were 
developed with reliabilities in the 80's. Analysis of these 
scales provided support for the thesis that there are struc­
tural differences in the responses of high and low functioning 
counselors. Facilitation appeared related to such structural 
differences but the role of Action Orientation remained 
ambiguous. The factor scales also appeared to be measuring 
counselor response style, regarding the use of questions and 
the amount of talk time. 
For the evaluation of predictive validity, two samples of 
paraprofessional counselors completed a roleplay situation. 
Two types of criterion measures were obtained from roleplay 
performance: overall effectiveness and response style. These 
criterion measures were correlated with Discrimination Test 
difference scores and scores from the factor scales developed 
in this study. No significant replicable relationships were 
obtained. Although these results are in contrast to previous 
studies indicating predictive utility for the Discrimination 
Test, the criterion measure for overall effectiveness appears 
to have been inadequate. No viable explanation could be made 
concerning the failure to obtain predicted relationships 
between response style measures and the factor scale scores. 
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Methods were discussed for further revisions of the Discrimina­
tion Test to improve construct validity and predictive utility. 
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APPENDIX A: DISCRIMINATION TEST 
Subjects were instructed to read the first three para­
graphs of the test and the description of the rating scale. 
Standard instructions for IBM answer sheets were utilized with 
one exception. It was pointed out to the subjects that the 
answer sheet contained spaces for a ten-point scale while the 
responses were to be rated on a nine-point scale; therefore, 
the zero column should be left blank. The Discrimination Test 
and rating scale are attached. 
1.  2 .  5. 7. 8 .  9. 





in the person. 
Some of the 
conditions 
are communi­
cated and some 
are not. 
All of the 
conditions 
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The facilitator is a person who is living effectively himself oo 
and who discloses himself in a genuine and constructive fashion 
in response to others. He communicates an accurate empathie 
understanding and a respect for all of the feelings of other 
persons and guides discussions with those persons into specific 
feelings and experiences. He communicates confidence in what 
he is doing and is spontaneous and intense. In addition, while 
he is open and flexible in his relations with others, in his 
commitment to the welfare of the other person he is quite capable 
of active, assertive and even confronting behavior when it is 
appropriate. 
You will be reading 16 excerpts. Rate each response to these 
excerpts 1 through 9, using the above continum. 
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The following excerpts involve a number of helpee stimulus 
expressions and in turn a number of helper responses. There 
are 16 expressions by helpees of problems, and in response to 
each expression there are four possible helper responses. 
These helpees can be considered to be helpees in very early 
contacts. They may not be formal helpees. They may simply 
be people who sought the help of another person in a time of 
need. In this example the same helpee and the same helper are 
involved. 
You may rate these excerpts keeping in mind that those helper 
responses which the helpee can employ most effectively are 
rated the highest. 
Excerpt 1 
HELPEE: I don't know if I am right or wrong feeling the way 
I do. But I find myself withdrawing from people. I don't 
seem to socialize and play their stupid little games any more. 
I get upset and come home depressed and have headaches. It 
all seems so superficial. There was a time when I used to get 
along with everybody. Everybody said, "Isn't she wonderful. 
She gets along with everybody. Everybody likes her." I used 
to think that was something to be really proud of, but that 
was who I was at that time. I had no depth. I was what the 
crowd wanted me to be—the particular group I was with. 
HELPER RESPONSES: 
1. You know you have changed a lot. There are a lot of 
things you want to do but no longer can. 
2. You are damned sure who you can't be any longer but you 
are not sure who you are. Still hesitant as to who you 
are yet. 
3. Who are these people that make you so angry? Why don't 
y L/Li UCU.X uiidit wxic:j.c= uw y c u xiicsy ociii u 
your existence. You have to be your own person. 
4. So you have a social problem involving interpersonal 
difficulties with others. 
Excerpt 2 
HELPEE: I love my children and my husband and I like doing 
most household things. They get boring at times but on the 
whole I think it can be a very rewarding thing at times. I 
don't miss working, going to the office every day. Most 
women complain of being just a housewife and just a mother. 
But, then, again, I wonder if there is more for me. Others 
say there has to be. I really don't know. 
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HELPER RESPONSES: 
5. Hitim. Who are these other people? 
6. So you find yourself raising a lot of questions about 
yourself—educationally, vocationally. 
7. Why are you dominated by what others see for you? If 
your are comfortable and enjoy being a housewife, then 
continue in this job. The role of mother, homemaker can 
be a full-time, self-satisfying job. 
8. While others raise these questions, these questions are 
real for you. You don't know if there is more out there 
for you. You don't know if you can find more fulfillment 
than you have. 
Excerpt 3 
HELPEE; Sometimes I question my adequacy of raising three 
boys, especially the baby. I call him the baby—well, he 
is the last. I dan't have any more. So I know I kept him a 
baby longer than the others. He won't: ]et anyone else do 
things for him. If someone else opens the door, he says he 
wants Mommy to do it. If he closes the door, I have to open 
it. I encourage this. I do it. I don't know if this is 
right or wrong. He insists on sleeping with me every night 
and I allow it. And he says when he grows up he won't do it 
any more. Right now he is my baby and I don't discourage this 
much. I don't know if thes comes out of my needs or if I'm 
making too much out of the situation or if this will handicap 
him when he goes to school—breaking away from Mamma. Is it 
going to be a traumatic experience for him? Is it something 
I'm creating for him? I do worry more about my children than 
I think most mothers do. 
HELPER RESPONSES: 
9. So you find yourself raising a lot of questions as to if 
what you are doing is right for your child. 
10. Is it perhaps possible for you to have the child become 
involved in a situation such as some experiences in a 
public park where the child could play and perhaps at a 
distance you could supervise—where the child can gain 
some independence? 
11. Could you tell me—have you talked to your husband about 
this? 
12. While you are raising a lot of questions for yourself 
about yourself in relation to your youngest child, you 
are raising some more basic questions about yourself in 
relation to you. In lots of ways you're not certain 
where you are going—not sure who you are. 
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Excerpt 4 
HELPEE: It's not an easy thing to talk about. I guess the 
heart of the problem is sort of a sexual problem. I never 
thought I would have this sort of problem. But I find myself 
not getting the fulfillment I used to. It's not as 
enjoyable—for my husband either, although we don't discuss 
it. I used to enjoy and look forward to making love. I 
used to have an orgasm but I don't anymore. I can't remember 
the last time I was satisfied. I find myself being attracted 
to other men and wondering what it would be like to go to bed 
with them. I don't know what this means. Is this symptomatic 
of our whole relationship as a marriage? Is something wrong 
with me or us? 
HELPER RESPONSES: 
13. Perhaps you feel your marriage and role of mother is 
holding you back and preventing vou from being something 
else you want to be. Your resentment here against your 
husband is manifested in your frigidity. Perhaps it is 
your way of paying him back for keeping you down in this 
role, for confining you, for restricting you. 
14. What about your relationship with your husband, his role 
as father and companion? 
15. You don't quite know what to make of all this but you 
know something is dreadfully wrong and you are determined 
to find out for yourself, for your marriage. 
16. What's happened between you and your husband has raised 
a lot of questions about you, about him, about your 
marriage. 
Excerpt 5 
HELPEE: Gee, those people 1 Who do they think they are? I 
just can't stand interacting with them anymore. Just a bunch 
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anxious. I get angry at myself. I don't even want to be 
bothered with them anymore. I just wish I could be honest 
with them and tell them all to go to hell! But I guess I 
just can't do it. 
HELPER RESPONSES: 
17. They really make you very angry. You wish you could 
18. Damn, they make you furious! But it's just not them. 
It's with yourself, too, because you don't act on how 
you feel. 
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HELPER RESPONSES: (continued) 
19. Why do you feel these people are phony? What do they say 
to you? 
20. Maybe society itself is at fault here—making you feel 
inadequate, giving you this negative view of yourself, 
leading you to be unable to successfully interact with 
others. 
Excerpt 6 
HELPFE: They wave that degree up like it's a pot of gold at 
the end of the rainbow. I used to think that, too, until I 
tried it. I'm happy being a housewife; I don't care to get 
a degree. But the people I associate with, the first thing 
they ask is, "Where did you get your degree?" I answer, 
"I don't have a degree." Christ, they look at you like you 
are some sort of a freak, some backwoodsman your husband 
picked up along the way. They actually believe that people 
with degrees are better. In fact, I think they are worse. 
I've found a lot of people without degrees that are a hell of 
a lot smarter than these people. They think that just because 
they have degrees they are something special. These poor kids 
that think they have to go to college or they are ruined. It 
seems that we are trying to perpetrate a fraud on these kids. 
If no degree, they think they will end up digging ditches the 
rest of their lives. They are looked down upon. That makes 
me sick. 
HELPER RESPONSES: 
21. You really resent having to meet the goals other people 
set for you. 
22. What do you mean by "it makes me sick?" 
23. Do you honestly feel a degree makes a person worse or 
better? And not having a degree makes you better? Do 
you realize society perpetrates many frauds and sets many 
prerequisites such as a degree. You must realize how 
doors are closed unless you have a degree, while the 
ditches are certainly open. 
24. A lot of these expectations make you furious. Yet, they 
do tap in on something in yourself you are not sure of— 
something about yourself in relation to these other people. 
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Excerpt 7 
HELPEE: I get so frustrated and furious with my daughter. I 
just don't know what to do with her. She is bright and 
sensitive, but damn, she has some characteristics that make me 
so on edge. I can't handle it sometimes. She just—I feel 
myself getting more and more angry! She won't do what you 
tell her to. She tests limits like mad. I scream and yell 
and lose control and think there is something wrong with me— 
I'm not an understanding mother or something. Damn! What 
potential' What she could do with what she has. There are 
times she doesn't use what she's got. She gets by too cheaply. 
I just don't know what to do with her. Then she can be so nice 
and then, boy, she can be as onery as she can be. And then I 
scream and yell, and I'm about ready to slam her across the 
room. I don't like to feel this way. I don't know what to do 
with it. 
HELPER RESPONSES: 
25. So you find yourself screaming and yelling at your 
daughter more frequently during the past three months. 
26. Why don't you try giving your daughter some very precise 
limitations. Tell her what you expect from her and what 
you don't expect from her. No excuses. 
27. While she frustrates the hell out of you, what you are 
really asking is, "How can I help her? How can I help 
myself, particularly in relation to this kid?" 
28. While she makes you very angry, you really care what 
happens to her. 
Excerpt 8 
HELPEE: He is ridiculous! Everything has to be done when 
he wants to do it, the way he wants it done. It's as if no­
body else exists. It's everything he wants to do. There is 
a range of things I have to do—not just be a housewife and 
take care of the kids. Oh no, I have to do his typing for 
him, errands for him. If I don't do it right away, I'm 
stupid—I'm not a good wife or something stupid like that. 
I have an identity of my own, and I'm not going to have it 
wrapped up in him. It makes me—it infuriates me! I want to 
punch him right in the mouth. What am I going to do? Who 
does he think he is anyway? 
91 
HELPER RESPONSES: 
29. It really angers you when you realize in how many ways 
he has taken advantage of you. 
30. Tell me, what is your concept of a good marriage? 
31. Your husband makes you feel inferior in your own eyes. 
You feel incompetent. In many ways you make him sound 
like a very cruel and destructive man. 
32. It makes you furious when you think of the one-sidedness 
of this relationship. He imposes upon you everywhere, 
particularly in your own struggle for your own identity. 
And you don't know where this relationship is going. 
Excerpt 9 
HELPEE: I finally found somebody I can really get along with. 
There is no pretentiousness about them at all. They are real 
and they understand me. I can be myself with them. I don't 
have to worry about what I say and that they might take me 
wrong, because I do sometimes say things that don't come out 
the way I want them to. I don't have to worry that they are 
going to criticize me. They are just marvelous people! I 
just can't wait to be with them! For once I actually enjoy 
going out and interacting. I didn't think I could ever find 
people like this again. I can really be myself. It's such a 
wonderful feeling not to have people criticizing you for 
everything you say that doesn't agree with them. They are 
warm and understanding and I just love them! It's just 
marvelous ! 
HELPER RESPONSES: 
33. Sounds like you found someone who really matters to you. 
34. Why do these kind of people accept you? 
35. That's a real good feeling to have someone to trust and 
share with. "Finally, I can be myself." 
36. Now that you have found these people who enjoy you and 
whom you enjoy, spend your time with these people. 
Forget about the other types who make you anxious. Spend 
your time with the people who can understand and be warm 
with you. 
Excerpt 10 
HELPEE: I'm really excited! We are going to California. I'm 
going to have a second lease on life. I found a marvelous 
job! It's great! It's so great I can't believe it's true— 
it's so great! I have a secretarial job. I can be a mother 
and can have a part-time job which I think I will enjoy very 
much. I can be home when the kids get home from school. It's 
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HELPEE: (Continued) 
too good to be true. It's so exciting. New horizons are un­
folding. I just can't wait to get started. It's great! 
HELPER RESPONSES: 
37. Don't you think you are biting off a little bit more than 
you can chew? Don't you think that working and taking 
care of the children will be a little bit too much? How 
does your husband feel about this? 
38. Hey, that's a mighty good feeling. You are on your way 
now. Even though there are some things you don't know 
along the way, it's just exciting to be gone. 
39. Let me caution you to be cautious in your judgment. 
Don't be too hasty. Try to get settled first. 
40. It's a good feeling to contemplate doing these things. 
Excerpt 11 
HELPEE: I's SO pleased with the kids. They are doing just 
marvelously. They have done so well at school and at home; 
they get along together. It's amazing. I never thought they 
would. They seem a little older. They play together has 
become so much easier. It's really a joy to raise three boys. 
I didn't think it would be. I'm just so pleased and hopeful 
for the future. For them and for us. It's just great! I 
can't believe it. It's marvelous! 
HELPER RESPONSES: 
41. It's a good feeling to have your kids settled once again. 
42. Is it possible your kids were happy before but you never 
noticed it before? You mentioned your boys. How about 
your husband? Is he happy? 
43. Do you feel this is a permanent change? 
44. Hey, that's great! Whatever the problem, and you know 
there will be problems, it's great to have experienced 
the positive side of it. 
Excerpt 12 
HELPEE; I'm really excited the way things are going at home 
with my husband. It's just amazing! We get along great 
together now. Sexually, I didn't know we could be that happy. 
I didn't know anyone could be that happy. It's just 
marvelous! I'm just so pleased, I don't know what else to say. 
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HELPER RESPONSES; 
45. It's a wonderful feeling when things are going well 
maritally. 
46. It's really exciting to be alive again, to feel your body 
again, to be in love again. 
47. Is your husband aware of these changes? 
48. Now don't go overboard on this right now. There will be 
problems that lie ahead and during these periods that you 
have these problems I want you to remember well the bliss 
you experienced in this moment in time. 
Excerpt 13 
HELPEE: I'm SO thrilled to have found a counselor like you. 
I didn't know any existed. You seem to understand me so well. 
It's just great! I feel like I'm coming alive again. I have 
not felt like this in so long. 
HELPER RESPONSES: 
49. Gratitude is a natural emotion. 
50. This is quite nice but remember, unless extreme caution 
is exercised, you may find yourself moving in the other 
direction. 
51. That's a good feeling. 
52. Hey, I'm as thrilled to hear you talk this way as you 
are! I'm pleased that I have been helpful. I do think 
we still have some work to do yet, though. 
Excerpt 14 
HELPEE: No response. (Moving about in chair) 
HELPER RESPONSES: 
53. You can't really say all that you feel at this moment. 
54. A penny for your thoughts. 
55. Are you nervous? Maybe you haven't made the progress 
here we hoped for. 
56. You just don't know what to say at this moment. 
Excerpt 15 
HELPEE: Gee, I'm so disappointed. I thought we could get 
along together and you could help me. We don't seem to be 
getting anywhere. You don't understand me. You don't know 
I'm here. I don't even think you care for me. You don't 
hear me when I talk. You seem to be somewhere else. Your 
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HELPEE: (Continued) 
responses are independent of anything I have to say. I don't 
know where to turn. I'm just so—doggone it—I don't know 
what I'm going to do, but I know you can't help me. There 
just is ho hope. 
HELPER RESPONSES: 
57. I have no reason to try and not to help you. I have 
every reason to want to help you. 
58. Only when we establish mutual understanding and trust 
and only then can we proceed to work on your problem 
effectively. 
59. It's disappointing and disillusioning to think you have 
made so little progress. 
60. I feel badly that you feel that way. I do want to help. 
I'm wondering, "Is it me? Is it you, both of us? Can 
we work something out?" 
Excerpt 16 
HELPEE: Who do you think you are? You call yourself a 
therapist! Damn, here I am spilling my guts out and all you 
do is look at the clock. You don't hear what I say. Your 
responses are not attuned to what I'm saying. I never heard 
of such therapy. You are supposed to be helping me. You are 
so wrapped up in your world you don't hear a thing I'm saying. 
You don't give me the time. The minute the hour is up you 
push me out the door whether I have something important to say 
or not. I—uh—it makes me so goddamn mad! 
HELPER RESPONSES: 
61. You are suggesting I'm wrapped up in myself. Do you 
think that perhaps, in fact, this is your problem? 
62. I'm only trying to listen to you. Really, I think we 
are making a whole lot of progress here. 
63. You are pretty displeased with what has been going on 
here. 
64. All right, you are furious, but I wonder if it's all 
mine or is there something else eating you. 
APPENDIX B. MULTIPLE GROUP FACTOR ANALYSIS DATA 
The following data are the factor loadings for the 
multiple group analysis and Carkhuffs designations of High or 
Low for Facilitation and Action Orientation. These data 
evaluated the hypothesis that High Facilitation items load 
positively on the first factor and High Action Orientation 
items load positively on the second. In addition. Low Facili­
tation and Low Action Orientation items load negatively on the 
first and second factors respectively. 
Item Factor Loadings : Carkhuff's Item Designations: 
number Factor 1 Factor 2 Facilitation Action Orientation 
1 .30 .01 K L 
2 .29 .26 H H 
3 -.34 .30 L H 
4 -.05 -.33 L L 
5 -.22 —. 44 L L 
6 .20 -.39 H L 
7 -.28 .28 L H 
8 .37 .11 H H 
9 .35 -.47 H L 
10 -.31 .07 L H 
11 -.38 -.37 L L 
12 .19 .43 H H 
13 -.31 .41 L H 
n M 
-.33 — .22 Xi Xi 
15 .39 .09 H H 
16 .44 -.16 H L 
17 .48 -.25 H L 
18 .25 .42 H H 
19 -.39 -.41 L L 
20 -.39 .16 L H 
21 .20 -.19 H L 
22 -.28 -.42 L L 
23 —. 40 . 32 I j K 
24 .27 .35 H H 
25 -.11 -.25 L L 








































Factor loadings : 







































Carkhuff's item designations: 








































APPENDIX C. ROTATED PRINCIPAL COMPONENTS 
FACTOR ANALYSIS DATA 
The following data matrix contains the factor loadings 
for the varimax rotation of the first three factors obtained 
from the principal components analysis. These data were used 
for the selection of items to be added to the three Discrimina­
tion Test factor scales developed in this study. 
Item Rotated factor loadings : 
number Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 
1 .31 .05 .10 
2 .32 .15 .27 
3 -.11 .49 .14 
4 .29 .02 -.40 
5 .10 .00 -.62 
6 .28 -.20 -.34 
7 .09 .55 -.02 
8 .42 .01 .15 
9 .59 -.19 -.37 
10 .04 .31 -.37 
11 -.15 .02 -.69 
12 .26 .33 .38 
13 .00 .60 .04 
14 -.07 .12 -.61 
15 .45 -.01 .24 
16 .60 -.02 .03 
]^7 .61 -.16 -. 09 
18 .43 .37 .36 
19 -.01 .14 -.76 
20 -.03 .51 -.15 
21 .42 .10 -.13 
22 .10 .11 — .60 
23 -.12 .52 -.03 
24 .32 .25 .22 
25 .31 .27 -.42 
26 .03 = 53 -,15 
27 .50 .14 .14 
28 .62 -.11 -.23 
29 .37 .12 -.13 
30 -.09 .19 -.68 



































Rotated factor loadings : 
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 
.45 .23 .47 
•69 -.10 -.34 
-.28 .38 -.43 
.70 -.14 -.09 
.21 .48 .09 
-.23 .59 -.22 
.54 .05 .17 
-.17 .65 -.14 
.57 -.19 -.28 
.59 -.03 -.21 
-.08 .56 -.38 
-.06 .48 -.42 
.32 .16 .04 
.67 -.20 -.13 
.62 -.01 .07 
-.13 .40 -.58 
-.20 .72 -.10 
.36 .22 -.15 
-.11 .70 -.02 
.58 -.29 -.08 
.46 .30 .16 
.52 .05 .05 
.19 .10 -.30 
-.10 .49 -.03 
.51 -.02 .09 
.07 .23 -.47 
.12 .60 -.23 
.29 .28 .05 
.27 .20 -.32 
.11 .52 -.07 
.01 .44 -.22 
.58 -.24 -.22 
.20 .29 -.18 
